Georgia State University

ScholarWorks @ Georgia State University
Psychology Dissertations

Department of Psychology

4-10-2009

No M s Violencia: Family Conflict and Youth Aggression among
Latino Youth
Cathy Roche
Georgia State University

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.gsu.edu/psych_diss
Part of the Psychology Commons

Recommended Citation
Roche, Cathy, "No M s Violencia: Family Conflict and Youth Aggression among Latino Youth." Dissertation,
Georgia State University, 2009.
doi: https://doi.org/10.57709/1059930

This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Department of Psychology at ScholarWorks @
Georgia State University. It has been accepted for inclusion in Psychology Dissertations by an authorized
administrator of ScholarWorks @ Georgia State University. For more information, please contact
scholarworks@gsu.edu.

NO MAS VIOLENCIA:
FAMILY CONFLICT AND AGGRESSION AMONG LATINO YOUTH

by

CATHY ROCHE

Under the Direction of Dr. Gabriel Kuperminc and Dr. Julia Perilla

ABSTRACT

This research examined the link between family conflict and youth aggression in Latino
families. Attitudes toward aggression were tested as a mediator of this link, whereas family
constellation variables (cohesion, responsibilities, birth order, and gender) were tested as
moderators. This model was tested in a longitudinal community sample of 143 youth (study 1)
and in a sample of 35 sibling dyads exposed to domestic violence (study 2). Differences between
the two studies supported the notion that domestic violence and family conflict are distinct
phenomena. For example, fairness did not have any main effects or interaction effects on
behavioral outcomes in study 1. However, fairness had a negative association with aggression for
oldest siblings in study 2. Future directions are discussed including a call for a developmentalecological-feminist theory and participatory action research.

INDEX WORDS:

Domestic violence, Family conflict, Latino, Hispanic, Children,
Adolescents, Aggression, Prosocial, Attitudes toward aggression,
Cohesion, Filial responsibility, Gender, Birth order

NO MAS VIOLENCIA:
FAMILY CONFLICT AND AGGRESSION AMONG LATINO YOUTH

by

CATHY ROCHE

A Dissertation Submitted in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for the Degree of
Doctor of Philosophy
in the College of Arts & Sciences
Georgia State University

2009

Copyright by
Catherine Ann Roche
2009

NO MAS VIOLENCIA:
FAMILY CONFLICT AND AGGRESSION AMONG LATINO YOUTH

by
CATHY ROCHE

Committee Chairs:

Gabriel Kuperminc
Julia Perilla

Committee:

Lisa Armistead
Erin McClure Tone

Electronic Version Approved:
Office of Graduate Studies
College of Arts and Sciences
Georgia State University
August 2009

iv

DEDICATION
This dissertation is dedicated to the children, women, and men who opened your hearts
and shared your lives in this research. Thank you for your courageous honesty and your tireless
work for peace in families and communities.

v

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
Many thanks to my committee members and chairs for your time and mentoring. Gabe,
thank you for devoting so much energy to my development as a researcher. Julia, thank you for
guiding me through four years of community work that gave rise to this research. I am also
grateful to the program staff for their invaluable training and their support of this research.
Thanks also to my family and friends, especially my colleagues at Georgia State who have been
an endless source of strength. Bjorn, thank you for coming all the way to Georgia and supporting
me so much throughout graduate school.

vi

TABLE OF CONTENTS
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

v

LIST OF TABLES

viii

LIST OF FIGURES

ix

INTRODUCTION
Overview

1
1

Family Conflict

3

Theoretical Framework

4

Latino Cultural Context

6

Theoretical Model for Present Research

7

Attitudes Toward Aggression

9

Family Constellations and Processes
Present Research

10
18

Study 1 (Community Sample)

18

Study 2 (Witness Sample: Youth Exposed to Domestic Violence)

19

STUDY 1

23

Method

23

Participants

23

Procedure

24

Measures

24

Results

27

Plan of Analysis

27

Data Preparation

28

Family Conflict and Youth Aggression

29

Family Conflict and Prosocial Behavior

30

Mediator: Attitudes Toward Aggression

30

Moderators: Family Constellation Variables and Aggression

32

Moderators: Family Constellation Variables and Prosocial Behavior

34

vii

Discussion

35

Family Conflict and Youth Outcomes

36

Mediator: Attitudes Toward Aggression

36

Moderators: Family Constellation Variables

37

STUDY 2

52

Method

52

Participants

52

Procedure

53

Measures

54

Results

57

Plan of Analysis

57

Data Preparation

59

Aggressive Responses to Anger

59

Prosocial Responses to Anger

61

Discussion

63

Aggressive Responses to Anger

63

Prosocial Responses to Anger

64

CONCLUSIONS

82

Comparison of Study 1 and Study 2

82

Attitudes Toward Aggression

83

Family Constellation Variables

84

Summary and Future Directions

88

Call for an Interdisciplinary Theory

92

REFERENCES

97

APPENDIX A: Study 1 Measures

107

APPENDIX B: Study 2 Measures

116

viii

LIST OF TABLES
Table

1. Pearson correlations among study 1 variables.

40

Table

2. Regression analyses revealing association between family conflict and

41

youth aggression.
Table

3. Age at immigration predicts prosocial behavior.

42

Table

4. Attitudes toward aggression mediates the association between family

43

conflict and youth aggression.
Table

5. Associations of gender, family cohesion, birth order, and family conflict

45

with youth aggression.
Table

6. Associations of cohesion, caregiving, and family conflict with prosocial

46

behavior.
Table

7. Pearson correlations among study 2 variables.

66

Table

8. ANCOVA revealing that the interaction between caregiving 2 and

67

sibling birth order is associated with aggression.
Table

9. ANCOVA revealing that the interaction between fairness 1 and sibling

68

birth order is associated with aggression.
Table

10. Partial regression coefficients for caregiving and fairness with oldest

69

and younger sibling aggression.
Table

11. ANCOVA revealing that the interaction between attitudes toward

70

aggression 2 & sibling birth order is associated with prosocial behavior.
Table

12. ANCOVA revealing that the interaction between family cohesion 1 and

71

sibling birth order is associated with prosocial behavior.
Table

13. ANCOVA revealing that the interaction between younger sibling

72

caregiving and sibling birth order is associated with prosocial behavior.
Table

14. ANCOVA revealing that the interaction between family cohesion 1 and

73

sibling birth order is associated with prosocial behavior.
Table

15. Partial correlation coefficients for attitudes, family cohesion, caregiving,
and gender with oldest and younger sibling prosocial behavior.

74

ix

LIST OF FIGURES
Figure

1. Overall model for present research.

22

Figure

2. Attitudes toward aggression mediates the association between family

47

conflict and youth aggression (year 1 cross-sectional data).
Figure

3. Attitudes toward aggression mediates the association between family

48

conflict and youth aggression (year 2 cross-sectional data, controlling for
year 1 aggression).
Figure

4. Family cohesion moderates the interaction between family conflict and

49

youth aggression.
Figure

5. Birth order moderates the interaction between family conflict and youth

50

aggression.
Figure

6. Family cohesion enhances the effect of family conflict on prosocial

51

behavior (year 2 cross-sectional).
Figure

7. Portions of overall model examined in study 2. Family conflict was not

75

included in the analyses.
Figure

8. Partial regression coefficient indicating that younger sibling caregiving is

76

associated with oldest sibling aggression at the trend level.
Figure

9. Partial regression coefficient indicating that oldest sibling fairness has a

77

negative association with oldest sibling aggression.
Figure

10. Partial regression coefficient indicating that younger sibling positive

78

attitudes toward aggression has a negative association with younger
sibling prosocial behavior.
Figure

11. Partial regression coefficient indicating that oldest sibling perceived

79

family cohesion is associated with oldest sibling prosocial behavior.
Figure

12. Partial regression coefficient indicating that younger sibling caregiving is
associated with younger sibling prosocial behavior.

80

x

Figure

13. Partial regression coefficient indicating that oldest sibling gender is
associated with oldest sibling prosocial behavior at the trend level, with
oldest boys reporting more prosocial behavior than oldest girls.

81

1
INTRODUCTION
Overview
Cristina and Juan emigrated from Mexico to the US because they wanted to make a better
life for their children. They had Alec, a three-year-old with chubby cheeks and wide eyes, and
Clara, a one-year-old with curly pigtails.
The first time Juan hit Cristina, she told herself that he was just stressed out and it
wouldn’t happen again. As the violence worsened, however, Cristina started to fear for her safety
and worry about her children hearing the terrible fights. She heard about a Spanish-language
support group for women experiencing domestic violence and decided to seek assistance.
The group helped Cristina understand her situation and develop a safety plan for herself
and her children. Cristina still worried about Alec, though. It seemed that anytime she left Alec
and Clara playing in the living room while she cooked in the kitchen, Alec would hit Clara.
Cristina was concerned about the effect of the domestic violence on her children, and she was
especially worried that Alec was learning that violence was okay.
Cristina’s story is constructed based on several true stories from women in a domestic
violence intervention for Latino1 families. Cristina’s concerns are typical for families in this
program where I spent four years conducting fieldwork with young children and parents. The
goal of this study is to begin addressing the concerns my colleagues and I heard from parents and
children about youth aggression among Latinos exposed to domestic violence.
The legacy of domestic violence often persists from one generation to the next. Children
exposed to domestic violence are at a higher risk for both perpetrating violence and being the

1

The term “Latino” is used throughout this dissertation to refer generally to females and males
with family origins in Latin America. For ease of reading in this document, “Latino” is
considered an abbreviation for the gender-inclusive term, “Latino/a.”
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victim of violence with intimate partners (Ehrensaft et al., 2003; Mitchell & Finkelhor, 2001).
Research is beginning to examine the links between domestic violence and child aggression.
Most research on this topic in the US has been conducted with white or white and African
American samples (Fagan, 2005), and little is known about the link between domestic violence
and youth aggression in Latino families. The current research addressed this gap in the literature.
Since Latinos now represent the largest ethnic minority group in the US (United States Census
Bureau, 2003), understanding domestic violence in this group must be a top priority for research.
Cross-cultural research suggests that Latinos have similar rates of intimate partner
physical assault and stalking but higher rates of intimate partner rape compared to national
averages (US Department of Justice, 2000). Although rates of physical assault appear similar to
national averages, it is important to examine domestic violence in Latino samples to create
culture-specific understandings of what factors play a role in causing or preventing violence in
Latino cultures. It is also important to focus research on immigrant communities because
violence may have a disproportionately negative effect for immigrants since they may already
face life stressors such as language barriers, poverty, and lack of access to healthcare (Menjívar
& Salcido, 2002; Orloff, Jang, & Klein, 1995; CDC, 2004).
The present research explored links between domestic violence and aggression in Latino
children from immigrant families. A developmental psychopathology framework was used to
explore this topic. According to this framework, normative and pathological development
research can be complementary (Kuperminc & Brookmeyer, 2006; Cichetti, 1993). That is,
research on normative development informs knowledge about pathology, and research on
pathology informs knowledge about normative development. In line with the developmental
psychopathology framework, the present research consisted of two complementary studies of

3
Latino youth. The first study examined normative development by studying general family
conflict, defined as the level of family arguments, in a community sample of middle school
students. Study 2 examined a specific type of family conflict, domestic violence, as it relates to
development of aggression and prosocial behavior for youth who witness physical and
psychological intimate partner abuse.
Family Conflict
Few researchers have made a clear distinction between high family conflict and domestic
violence. In some research, conflict has been viewed on a continuum from mutual support to
high hostility, with domestic violence representing an extreme. For example, Ayoub, Deutsch,
and Maraganore (1999) studied divorcing parents and defined “medium interparental conflict” as
parent interactions that were generally disrespectful, including insulting, name-calling, and
hostility. They defined “high interparental conflict” as physical abuse, involvement of police or
child protective services in disputes, and hospital visits for injuries resulting from violence.
Rather than conceptualizing family conflict on a continuum with domestic violence at the
extreme, other researchers argue that it is important to understand the unique contexts in which
intimate partner violence occurs (Johnson & Ferraro, 2000). Whereas Ayoub et al. (1999)
focused on the amount of conflict in the relationship, Johnson and Ferraro focused on the
function of the conflict. In a review of major themes in domestic violence research, Johnson and
Ferraro noted that in a general sample, most violence represents “common couple violence,” in
which partners occasionally lash out at each other physically in an argument. These relationships
are likely to be more mutual and to not involve severe violence. They contrasted common couple
violence with “intimate terrorism,” in which violence is merely one tactic in a general pattern of
control. Intimate terrorism often involves emotional abuse that can gradually alter women’s
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views of themselves, their relationships, and their place in the world. “Violent resistance”, or
self-defense, is the third type of partner violence described. The last type, “mutual violent
control,” represents two intimate terrorists battling for control, but the authors note that this
pattern is rare.
For the purposes of this research, family conflict was defined as general arguments and
relationship stress in the family that may or may not be mutual or involve violence. Family
conflict in this research corresponds to the amount of arguing and conflict as described by Ayoub
et al. (1999) and can be measured on a continuum from little conflict to frequent conflict.
Domestic violence, in contrast, refers to intimate terrorism, or an abusive combination of
physical and psychological violence used to exert control. The function of domestic violence is
to control the partner, as described by Johnson and Ferraro (2000). In this research, domestic
violence was seen as a special case of family conflict in which men use violence to abuse power
and exert control over women. The present research sought to understand the link between youth
aggression and family conflict, both in its everyday form of family arguments and in a severe
form, domestic violence, in which one partner uses violence to dominate and abuse the other.
The link between family conflict and youth aggression is discussed broadly below, and it was
examined among Latino youth in two different and specific contexts. In the first context, a
community sample, I examined family conflict in a longitudinal study of 143 middle school
students. In the second context, the witness sample, I examined data from 35 sibling dyads
exposed to domestic violence.
Theoretical Framework
Rather than focusing solely on aggression, this research drew from the resilience
perspective by examining both risk and protective factors for children exposed to family discord
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or violence (Masten, 2001). Most research on family violence has focused on negative outcomes
such as child pathology and aggression. However, some research has examined protective factors
that can promote resilient outcomes in the context of family conflict. For example, there is
evidence that even in the context of child abuse, positive family processes can promote child
resilience including prosocial behaviors (Lansford et al., 2006; Prevatt, 2003). Their research
suggests that in addition to efforts to prevent child abuse and family conflict, it may be possible
to promote prosocial behavior such as peaceful conflict resolution among youth already exposed
to conflict through positive family interactions.
In a review of research on the link between family conflict and child problem behaviors,
Graham-Bermann (2001) discussed social cognition theory and feminist theory as two of the
mechanisms underlying this link. According to Graham-Bermann, social cognition theory posits
that children observe violence being reinforced in their family and learn that violence is an
effective way to solve problems. In this model, children may become aggressive if they develop
a social script stating that all conflicts end in aggression and if they interpret many social cues as
threatening.
Graham-Bermann (2001) also described the feminist model for the link between parent
conflict and child aggression. This theory states that children learn that power differences and
violence between parents are acceptable (i.e. father has more power than mother), and these
beliefs about the acceptability of power differences and violence towards women are reinforced
by societal messages.
These two theories have important implications for understanding the links between
family conflict and child aggression. Social cognition theory would predict that children who
observe more family conflict would engage in more aggressive behavior because they believe
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their aggression will be rewarded. Specifically, the theory predicts that youth attitudes that
aggression is a valuable way to resolve conflicts should mediate the association between family
conflict and youth aggression. Feminist theory would predict that children who observe family
conflict would engage in more aggressive behavior because they learn that abuse of power is
acceptable. However, feminist theory would also predict that their understanding of whether or
not to use violence would depend on their status in the social power hierarchy. If they have more
power in the family, such as by being the oldest sibling or being a boy, they may be more likely
than others to use violence or aggression. Therefore, feminist theory would predict that family
constellations involving power such as gender or birth order may moderate the link between
family conflict and youth aggression.
Latino Cultural Context
The social power hierarchies described above should be considered in the Latino cultural
context in which participants live. Traditionally, Latino families tend to place a high value on the
concept of respeto, or respect for the family hierarchy and a larger patriarchal system (Stern,
1995). Within this system, older siblings often take responsibility for teaching and caring for
younger siblings, and younger siblings are expected to treat their older siblings with respeto and
not to challenge their authority (Millán & Chan, 1991). Immigration and family separations often
change power dynamics in Latino families, however (Suárez-Orozco, Todorova, & Louie, 2002).
Partida (1996) described a case study in which, at age 12, the oldest boy assumed a parental role
in his family in Mexico while his father settled in the US. The boy’s mother and younger siblings
joined the father in the US first, and the oldest boy followed a year later. At that point, the boy’s
younger siblings spoke much better English than he did, leaving him with less power and respeto
from them. The boy had to adjust to the fact that his siblings interpreted English for him and no
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longer obeyed him. This case exemplifies the notion that although traditional bases for hierarchy
such as gender and birth order are salient in many Latino families, other family constellations
such as deciding who is responsible for interpretation tasks are also important for understanding
family roles.
When studying dynamics in Latino families, it is also essential to attend to differences
among Latinos in the US (i.e. country and region of origin, age or generation of immigration,
socio-economic status, location in the US) (Guilamo-Ramos, Jaccar, & Pena, 2005; SuárezOrozco, 1991). There are important differences among families sampled in the present research
such as national origin and the child’s age at immigration. There are also group differences
between this population and other Latino populations in the US. The population for this research
comprised youth from immigrant families (rather than second- or third- generation families),
primarily from Mexico but also from Central America and other regions. Participants were living
in a metropolitan area in the Southeast where the Latino population is growing rapidly but is not
well established as it is in states such as California, Texas, and Florida. In the review of literature
on family conflict and Latino youth in this dissertation, it is important to be mindful that the
population in this research may differ from Latinos in other studies particularly in terms of
acculturation, immigration experiences, and countries of origin.
Theoretical Model for Present Research
The current research examined the role of the attitudes toward aggression and the role of
family constellations in the link between family conflict and youth aggression in Latino families.
Specifically, the four family constellations examined consisted of cohesion, responsibilities, birth
order, and gender. Attitudes toward aggression were tested as a mediator of the link between
family conflict and aggression, whereas family constellation variables were tested as potential
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moderators of this link. Figure 1 displays the proposed conceptual model that serves as the basis
for the present research.
In Study 1, this overall model including mediation and moderation was tested in a
normative sample of Latino youth. Study 2 focused on the latter half of the model in a sample of
Latino youth exposed to domestic violence. It examined attitudes toward aggression and family
constellation variables as predictors of aggressive and prosocial behaviors in the context of
domestic violence. Study 1 used a longitudinal design to reveal information about the process of
developing aggressive and prosocial behaviors in a normative context. Study 2 generated
knowledge about these processes in a domestic violence context. Examining these multiple
contexts yields implications for both primary and secondary prevention. Differences in these
studies would create directions for future exploration. For example, it was hypothesized that
birth order would predict aggression in Study 2 such that oldest siblings are more aggressive than
younger siblings. In Study 1, however, birth order may not moderate the association between
family conflict and aggression. In other words, even in the context of high family conflict, oldest
siblings may not be more aggressive than younger siblings. This pattern of findings would lend
support to the notion that domestic violence is a distinct process involving a larger power
differential than normative family conflict and that youth may learn aggression as a means of
control in a unique way when exposed to domestic violence.
Study 1 and Study 2 took different and complementary approaches, but both explored the
role of attitudes toward aggression and family constellation variables in aggressive and prosocial
behaviors among Latino youth. Past research on these topics is reviewed below to illustrate the
relevance of these processes to the link between family conflict and youth aggression.
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Attitudes Toward Aggression
In this research, attitudes toward aggression were examined as a mediator of the link
between family conflict and aggression. A link between attitudes and aggressive behavior among
Latino youth was found in Bellmore, Witkow, and Graham’s (2005) study of attitudes toward
aggression, which included a sub-sample of 795 mostly Mexican-origin Latino students in sixth
grade (mean age was 11.57 years). They examined normative beliefs about aggression, defined
as beliefs about the appropriateness of retaliatory aggressive responses to provocation. The
authors found an association between beliefs that aggression is normative and youth aggressive
behavior as reported by peers and teachers, and the association held true for their Latino
subsample.
Research has supported social cognition theory by demonstrating a link between attitudes
toward aggression and aggressive behavior. However, little research has been conducted to
examine whether children who observe prosocial family behaviors engage in more prosocial
behaviors themselves. This strengths-based side of social cognition theory seems important in
spite of the fact that it has received little research attention to date. Although there is a lack of
research on prosocial conflict resolution among parents as it relates to social learning theory,
there is some research suggesting that altering attitudes toward aggression promotes peaceful
conflict resolution skills. DuRant, Barkin, and Krowchuk (2001) studied 700 middle school
students in a predominantly African American sample. Students were exposed to a school-based
intervention rooted in social learning theory that taught the youth to think critically about
aggression and developed conflict resolution skills. These students exhibited more prosocial
behaviors than those in the control group. If a school-based intervention can alter youth attitudes,
which in turn affect behavior, it seems worth exploring whether family functioning would also
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affect youth attitudes and behavior. The present study explored whether thinking critically about
aggression is associated with prosocial behaviors such as peaceful conflict resolution and
cooperation in the contexts of family conflict or domestic violence.
Family Constellations and Processes
Whereas the present research tested attitudes toward aggression as a mediator of the link
between family conflict and aggression, family constellation variables were tested as potential
moderators of this link. These family constellation variables consisted of family cohesion, family
responsibilities, birth order, and gender.
Family Cohesion. Family cohesion is defined as the level of closeness or bonding that
family members experience with each other. Family cohesion appears to play a role in youth
aggression, but the association between cohesion and aggression is complex. Barber and Buehler
(1996) examined this association among 471 white, middle-income youth in fifth, eighth, and
tenth grades (mean age was 13.7 years) and found that family cohesion had a curvilinear
relationship with adolescent aggression. Very low and very high levels of cohesion were
associated with higher levels of aggression, even when controlling for enmeshment, where
enmeshment is defined as the discouragement of individuation using emotionally intrusive
communication. These results suggest that a moderate level of family cohesion may predict
lower levels of aggression.
The role of family cohesion in the context of family conflict has received little research
attention. Richmond and Stocker (2006) found that high family cohesion was associated with
fewer externalizing problems in their predominantly white sample of adolescents, even when
controlling for hostility in parent-child relationships. Beyond externalizing behaviors, there is
some evidence that a lack of family cohesion may be a risk factor for domestic violence
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perpetration. In a study of 36 male domestic violence perpetrators (primarily Australian and
Western European), Bevan and Higgins (2002) found that low levels of family cohesion in
childhood predicted greater frequency of spouse abuse.
Few researchers have examined the construct of family cohesion among Latinos,
although research suggests that family cohesion is a central construct in this population. In a
study of 452 Mexican-, Central-, and Cuban-Americans, family cohesion was the most salient
dimension of Latino familism, and it remained consistent regardless of acculturation level
(Sabogal, Marin, Otero-Sabogal, & Marin, 1987). Overall, family cohesion appears to play an
important role in youth aggression and adult violence. Family cohesion also seems relevant in
Latino populations. However, the role of family cohesion in the link between family conflict and
child aggression among Latinos is not yet understood.
Family Responsibilities. The next family constellation variable that may moderate the
link between family conflict and youth aggression is filial responsibility, which refers to
activities that youth conduct in order to help their families (Jurkovic et al., 2004). These
activities may include sibling caretaking, working outside the home to contribute to the family’s
income, and providing family members with emotional support. In immigrant families, one type
of filial responsibility is negotiating culture, which refers to language interpretation and other
tasks in which youth help their parents navigate the new (US) culture. Filial responsibility has
been observed as an important and normative part of family life among immigrant Latinos
(Jurkovic et al., 2004).
Research suggests that filial responsibilities can have both costs and benefits depending
on the type of responsibilities assigned and the context of the tasks. Filial responsibilities may
promote positive social outcomes such as positive relationships with parents and peers and
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feelings of maturity and accomplishment (Fuligni et al., 1999; Kuperminc et al., in press; Tatum
& Tucker, 1998). Responsibilities may also have negative consequences depending on their
nature. A study of urban, low-income, predominantly African American and white children
found that extensive emotional caretaking of mothers was associated with poorer psychosocial
adjustment, but household chores and sibling caregiving were not strong predictors of adjustment
(McMahon & Luthar, 2007). East, Weisner, and Reyes (2006) found further support for the
notion that filial responsibilities have costs and benefits in a study of African American and
Latino adolescents caring for a teenaged sister’s child. In their study, youth who spent many
hours caring for a niece or nephew were more stressed and had lower grades but also reported
greater life satisfaction and were less likely to drop out of school.
There is also evidence suggesting that beliefs about filial responsibility play a role in
aggression for Latino youth. Gorman-Smith, Tolan, Zelli, & Huessman (1996) found that beliefs
that duty to the family is important were associated with violent behavior in a sample of Mexican
American fifth and seventh grade boys. In contrast, beliefs that family duty is important were
associated with nonviolence for African American youth. The authors note that the Mexican
origin youth in their study were predominantly first and second generation immigrants. They
suggest that relatively strong beliefs that family duty is important may be associated with
generational conflict regarding expectations for youth behavior that may cause youth to spend
more time away from home, which in turn may lead to violence. However, the authors note that
more research is needed to understand the meaning of the association between beliefs that family
duty is important and violent behavior among Mexican American youth.
An important dimension of filial responsibility that Gorman-Smith et al.’s (1996) study
did not address is the level of fairness and acknowledgment of the responsibilities (Jurkovic et
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al., 2004). Youth appear to benefit from taking on responsibilities in their families when they are
appropriately acknowledged and when help is reciprocated. However, when youth perceive they
are being assigned unfair levels of filial responsibility, they may experience insecurity in
relationships, social withdrawal, and nonreciprocal conceptions of peer interaction (Jurkovic et
al., 2004; Dean, Malik, Richards, & Stringer, 1986).
Research has not explicitly examined the role of filial responsibility in the link between
family conflict and aggression. However, some researchers have found negative psychological
adjustment when children are assigned burdensome caregiving tasks in the context of family
stress such as divorce and child maltreatment (Koerner, Wallace, Lehman, Lee, & Escalante,
2004; Macfie, Toth, Rogosch, Robinson, Emde, & Cicchetti, 1999). In Koerner et al.’s
predominantly white sample in Arizona (25% of participants were Mexican-American), they
found that adolescents who became their parent’s confidante in the context of divorce were at
greater risk of emotional distress.
In sum, initial research suggests that filial responsibility could lead to more social
competence by encouraging youth to build cooperation and problem solving skills in their family
duties. However, filial responsibilities could also lead to aggression if the duties are not
acknowledged and the help is not reciprocal because youth may feel overwhelmed or angry at
perceived injustice. In the context of domestic violence, youth may learn to use violence when
caring for siblings if they lack other ways to discipline siblings or if they feel unduly burdened
by the task of caring for siblings in an already stressed family. It is likely that filial responsibility
plays an important role in the link between family conflict and aggression for Latino youth, but
the part it plays has not yet been explored.
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Birth Order. Feminist theory makes explicit the role of power dynamics in domestic
violence (Anderson, 1997). In addition to gender, other power differentials that exist in couples
appear to exacerbate the occurrence of domestic violence. For example, domestic violence in
immigrant couples has been linked to the batterer having more power because he has more
money, more knowledge of English, and access to immigration documents (Goldman, 1999;
Orloff et al., 1995). To date, however, no research could be found that links domestic violence to
the power that older siblings may have over younger siblings.
Despite a lack of research linking domestic violence and birth order, observations during
fieldwork with Latino children exposed to domestic violence suggests that birth order may be
important. For ten years, university researchers, counselors, and domestic violence advocates
have been conducting fieldwork involving intervention and research with Latino families
affected by domestic violence (Perilla, Roche, & Collier, 2006). This fieldwork revealed a
pattern of interactions in which older siblings tended to use physical violence with younger
siblings. The pattern appears consistent with a feminist theory analysis of power. Older siblings
may learn that they are more powerful than their younger siblings due to their larger physical
size and family roles, and they may observe in their families and in society that abuse of power
through physical aggression is acceptable behavior.
In addition to observing abuses of power, fieldwork with youth exposed to domestic
violence has provided opportunities to observe many older siblings displaying precocious
prosocial and caretaking behaviors towards their younger siblings. It seems possible that in some
families, children may learn that power involves responsibility and protection rather than
physical abuse.
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Although research does not appear to explicitly connect domestic violence with sibling
power abuse, birth order has been found to predict some prosocial and some dominating
behaviors among white, middle class children (Aguilar et al., 2001; Minett et al., 1983). Aguilar
and his colleagues studied sibling relationships in a sample of children (mean age 6 years) and
their siblings (mean age 9 years). They found that when the older sibling was male and the
younger sibling was female, the relationship was characterized by more aggression, conflict, and
negative affect than relationships with other gender-birth order configurations (i.e. two boys, two
girls, or older girl with younger boy). The notion that older brothers would instigate more sibling
aggression is consistent with feminist theory, but Aguilar et al. measured sibling dyad
aggression, and specific sibling aggression was not reported; thus it cannot be concluded from
the reported results that older brothers are the instigators of the aggression in these dyads.
Minett et al. (1983) conducted another study of sibling dyads that also included reports of
individual child behavior within dyads. The first-born participants were 7-8 years old and were
more likely than second-borns to praise, teach, and be dominant with their sibling. Second-borns
were more likely to be joyful, self-deprecating, and work or play together. There was no
difference between first-borns and second-borns in terms of their levels of aggression.
Minett et al.’s (1983) study consisted of a white middle class sample, but there is reason
to believe that birth order plays a salient role in Latino cultures as well. Traditionally in Latino
cultures, older girls are given responsibility to care for younger siblings (McHale et al., 2005).
Older boys may have other duties such as working to contribute to the family income (AlvarezJimenez, 2004).
In sum, research has found that among white American siblings from non-violent homes,
older siblings are more likely than younger siblings to be dominant and to praise siblings but not
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to be more aggressive (Minett et al., 1983). Research also indicates that birth order plays an
important role in Latino immigrant families (McHale et al., 2005). However, the role of birth
order in the link between family conflict and child aggression has yet to be explored.
Gender. Feminist psychological theory explains the cycle of violence by stating that
children learn messages about the acceptability of violence against women from their families
and from society (Graham-Bermann, 2001). According to this theory, both boys and girls would
learn that men could use violence to maintain power over women.
Research supports the theory that gender plays a role in the transmission of violence.
Mitchell and Finkelhor (2001) investigated over 7,000 families, including 352 families with
youth exposed to domestic violence (81% Caucasian, 17% African American, and 6% Hispanic)
and found that when compared to youth without violence exposure, the risk of intimate partner
victimization in adulthood for exposed youth increased by 115% for boys and 229% for girls.
This gender difference held true for Latino youth in their sample. On the other hand, in terms of
violence perpetration, Ehrensaft et al.’s (2003) prospective, 20-year longitudinal study of 821
families ( 91% Caucasian and 9% African American) found that youth exposed to domestic
violence as children had higher levels of intimate partner violence perpetration in adulthood
regardless of gender. It should be noted, however, that this study classified all partner violence as
perpetration regardless of whether the violence was used in self-defense.
Research has not explicitly examined the role of gender in the link between family
conflict and aggression among Latino youth. However, research that has explored gender
differences in aggression and social competence can inform the hypotheses of this study.
Bellmore et al.’s (2005) study of aggressive cognitions among sixth grade students at an
ethnically diverse Los Angeles school found that boys endorsed aggressive problem-solving
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strategies more than girls. This gender difference held true for their sub-sample of 795 Latino
students.
Researchers have not yet examined gender differences in prosocial behavior and conflict
resolution among Latinos. A study whose sample was predominantly white and middle class
adolescents found that girls displayed more communication skills and less withdrawal than boys
in a conflict resolution task (Black, 2000).
Although Black’s (2000) study was conducted with a predominantly white sample, there
is reason to believe that a gender difference may also be found in social competence and conflict
resolution styles among Latino adolescents from immigrant families. In an analysis of domestic
violence among Latino families, Perilla (1999) wrote that although there is substantial variation
based on factors such as country and region of origin, many Latino families have clearly defined
gender roles. Traditionally, the Latino father is seen as the head of the family, the sole provider,
the protector, and the decision maker. The Latina mother has traditionally been seen as the
moderator, the interceder, and the one in charge of the well-being of the family, taking care of
others before herself. Perilla noted, however, that these gender roles may change as a function of
the immigration and acculturation process. The current study examined whether there is a gender
difference in prosocial and aggressive behaviors in two samples of Latino adolescents. The study
also examined the role gender may play in the link between family conflict and child aggression.
In sum, research suggests that boys are more likely than girls to be aggressive, and that
gender may influence the ways Latino youth demonstrate prosocial behavior. Furthermore,
research points to the importance of learning more about the role of gender in aggression among
Latino youth in the context of family conflict. In the present study, feminist, social cognition,
and developmental psychopathology theories provide a useful framework for considering the
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mechanisms linking family conflict and child aggression. Attitudes toward aggression and the
family constellations of cohesion, responsibilities, birth order, and gender were examined to shed
light on how this link is manifested among immigrant Latino families.
Present Research
The present research examined an overall model of the development of aggressive and
prosocial behaviors in predominantly Mexican-origin Latino immigrant families. Study 1 used a
normative community sample of Latino youth to examine whether family conflict is associated
with aggressive and prosocial behaviors. Study 1 also examined whether this link is mediated by
attitudes toward aggression and moderated by family constellation variables. Study 2 focused on
the latter half of the overall model to examine associations of attitudes toward aggression and
family constellation variables with aggressive/prosocial outcomes in a witness sample of Latino
youth exposed to domestic violence. The following hypotheses were proposed:
Study 1 (Community Sample)
1. Lower family conflict will predict lower aggression and higher prosocial behaviors.
2. Attitudes toward aggression will mediate the associations between family conflict and
aggressive/prosocial behaviors described above.
3. Family constellation variables will moderate the association between family conflict and
aggressive/prosocial behaviors. The following processes will buffer the association
between family conflict and aggression:
a. High levels of family cohesion
b. High levels filial responsibilities
c. High perceptions of fairness in filial responsibilities
d. Female gender
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e. Younger sibling status
Study 2 (Witness Sample: Youth Exposed to Domestic Violence)
1. Low positive attitudes toward aggression will be associated with lower aggression and
higher prosocial behaviors.
2. Younger siblings will be less aggressive and more prosocial than older siblings. Girls will
be less aggressive and more prosocial than boys. High family cohesion, high filial
responsibilities, and high fairness in responsibilities will be associated with lower
aggression and higher prosocial behaviors.

The present research comprised two studies, one using a community sample and one
using a witness sample (youth exposed to domestic violence). In line with the developmental
psychopathology framework (Cicchetti, 1993), it was expected that studying youth behavior in
the normative context of family conflict and the higher-risk context of domestic violence would
shed light on typical and pathological development of aggressive and prosocial behaviors. It is
important to note, however, that although this research followed developmental
psychopathology, youth in the present study who are exposed to violence were not viewed as
inherently pathological, in line with resilience and feminist perspectives (Masten, 2001; Johnson,
1995).
It was also presumed that some portion of youth in the community sample was exposed
to domestic violence, whether physical or emotional. Fieldwork indicates that many youth in
both the community and the witness samples are exposed to risks such as poverty and protective
factors such as warm caregivers. This manuscript characterized the sample of youth exposed to
domestic violence as “higher-risk” because it was known that for all these youth, domestic
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violence in the home was sufficient to warrant either voluntary or legal intervention on the part
of a parent. However, the high incidence of domestic violence suggests that it was almost
certainly present in the community sample as well. The term “higher-risk” also does not imply
that youth witnesses inevitably develop negative behavioral outcomes; indeed, many youth
exposed to domestic violence exhibit positive development in spite of conflict at home
(Ehrensaft et al., 2003; Mitchell & Finkelhor, 2001; US Department of Justice, 2000).
The current research examined processes of risk and resilience in a community sample
and in a domestic violence context in order to understand how violence can be addressed at
multiple levels of prevention (Caplan, 1964). It is plausible, for example, that some family
constellations may be more salient to the development of aggression in the context of domestic
violence. For example, birth order, gender, or filial responsibility may predict aggression in the
context of domestic violence but not in the context of general family conflict. In the context of
general family conflict involving more balanced power among family members, youth violence
may not relate to their status in the family hierarchy (i.e. birth order, gender, or filial
responsibility). In the context of domestic violence, however, involving a power imbalance
between the two parents, the siblings may mirror this power imbalance according to family
constellation variables. It was believed that if family hierarchy status was associated with
behavior in the context of domestic violence but not in the community sample, this pattern of
findings would support the feminist theory that youth accept violence as a means of exerting
control when they have more power than others.
A premise of this research was that areas of discrepancy and commonality between the
community study and the witness study would have implications for prevention by suggesting
which processes are important for youth facing any family conflict versus youth exposed to
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domestic violence. If similar factors predicted aggressive and prosocial behaviors in both studies,
the findings would support the social cognition theory that youth who observe conflict become
aggressive regardless of the type of conflict observed (Crick & Dodge, 1994). However, it was
also possible that results would indicate that status in the family hierarchy predicts aggression
only in the context of domestic violence and not in the context of high family conflict. That is,
the function of the violence may be more salient than the amount of conflict. Such a finding
would support the feminist theory that aggression is learned as a method of control specific to the
power context (Dobash & Dobash, 1979). The present research represents a first step in the
important task of identifying similarities and differences between general family conflict and
domestic violence.
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Attitudes Toward
Aggression
(Mediator)
Family Conflict

Aggressive &
Prosocial Behavior

Family constellation
Variables (Moderators)
• Family cohesion
• Filial responsibility
• Birth order
• Gender

Figure 1. Overall model for present research.
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STUDY 1
Method
Participants
Participants were recruited from a public metropolitan middle school in the Southeastern
US that has an ethnically and racially diverse student population representing many different
countries, including 54% Latino, 24% African American, 14% Asian, 8% White, and <1%
American Indian students. Of the 199 students who participated in the first portion of the study,
28% moved to a different school district within one year, leaving 144 students available to
complete the second wave of the study in year 2. This level of attrition is consistent with
relatively high mobility of Hispanic families. A 1994 national survey of third grade students
found that 25% of Hispanic students had changed schools three or more times since first grade,
compared to 17% in the overall US population (US General Accounting Office, 1994). Of the
144 participants from year 1 who remained in the same school district at year 2, all but one
(99%) completed the year 2 portion of the study. The overall sample, therefore, consisted of 143
students who either stayed at the same middle school from Year 1 to Year 2 or began attending
the feeder high school in Year 2. This sample may be less mobile than the overall population of
Latino students in this urban area, and results should not be generalized to all Latino youth.
Research suggests that Latino students who are less mobile tend to perform better in school and
are less likely to drop out than more mobile students (Rumberger, 1998).
The sample comprised Latino youth from diverse Latin American countries (e.g. Mexico,
El Salvador, Colombia, Guatemala, and Nicaragua). The majority of the sample, 70%, was of
Mexican descent. Immigrants made up 80% of the sample, while the other 20% were Latinos
who were born in the US. Approximately 73% of immigrants arrived in the US before age 11.
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The average age of participants at baseline was 13.8 years (SD=.80), 58% were female, and
participants were about evenly split between the seventh (53%) and eighth (47%) grades at
baseline.
Procedure
Participants were recruited at their middle school by researchers who visited classrooms
during school to explain the study. Students were invited to take part if they identified
themselves as Latino/a or Hispanic, and it was explained that they could participate regardless of
whether they spoke Spanish or where they were born. Participants were also recruited at an
information table in the school cafeteria. Students were recruited in Spanish and in English, and
parent consent forms were provided in Spanish and English. Students were offered a movie
ticket as an incentive for participation. Members of the research team administered the
questionnaire to a group of students by reading each question aloud to aid in reading
comprehension.
Measures
Spanish translations of all measures were created using a process of initial translation,
back-translation, and de-centering (Bracken & Barona, 1991). Measures were presented in both
English and Spanish. All measures were selected by a multicultural and multi-disciplinary team
of researchers including scientists with extensive experience working in Latino communities.
Measures were selected to tap culturally relevant aspects of functioning, and they were
determined to have adequate reliability in past research.
Family Conflict. This variable was assessed using the 7-item Family Conflict Scale (FCS).
The FCS was adapted from existing measures including the Family Climate Scale (Moos) and
the Family Adaptation and Cohesion Scale (Olson, 1986) and is similar to a measure developed
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by Carlson, Uppal, and Prosser (2000). Carlson (2003). The FCS used a 4-point Likert scale
(never, sometimes, often, and always) and had adequate reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha = .76).
Most items on this scale address severity and frequency of arguments (e.g. “In my family we
often insult and yell at each other”). One item assesses a passive-aggressive argument style (“In
my family we avoid each other when we are upset and rarely have an argument even if we are
mad at each other”). The scale also includes one item assessing physical violence, but it does not
assess whether one parent was abusing the other (“In my family people hit each other when they
are angry”).
Family Cohesion. This variable was assessed using the 7-item Family Cohesion Scale, also
adapted from the Family Adaptation and Cohesion Scale (Olson, 1986), the Family Climate
Scale (Moos), and Carlson’s measure (2003). The Family Cohesion Scale had adequate
reliability in this sample (Cronbach’s Alpha = .76). Items on this scale assess enjoying time spent
together, feelings of closeness, and mutual support (e.g. “I’m available when someone in my
family wants to talk with me”).
Filial Responsibility. This variable was assessed using the 34-item Adolescent Filial
Responsibility Questionnaire-Revised (Jurkovic, Kuperminc, & Casey, 2000). Response options
were on a 4-point Likert scale (not at all true, slightly true, somewhat true, and very true). Two
factors found with this sample of Latino adolescents was used in this study (Alvarez-Jimenez,
2004; Kuperminc, Jurkovic, & Casey, in press). The first scale, fairness (e.g. “No one in my
family notices how much I give up for them”), uses 20 items to assess equality, reciprocity, and
mutual support in the family. For this factor, Cronbach’s Alpha was .85. The second scale,
caregiving, consists of 13 items assessing negotiation of culture (e.g. “I often help my parents
speak to people who don't know Spanish”), chores (e.g. “I often do a lot of the chores at home”),
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and emotional tasks (e.g. “It seems like people in my family are always telling me their
problems”). Cronbach’s Alpha for this factor was .75.
Attitudes Toward Aggression. This variable was assessed using a subset of nine items from
the Attitudes Toward Aggression Scale (Slaby & Guerra, 1988) that assess attitudes supporting
the social legitimacy of aggression (e.g. “It's O.K. to hit someone if he or she hits you first,” “It’s
important to show everyone how tough you are by being a good fighter”). Response options were
on a 4-point Likert scale (not at all true, slightly true, somewhat true, and very true). Reliability
was adequate in this sample (Cronbach’s Alpha = .75).
Aggressive & Prosocial Behavior. This variable was measured using the Aggressive
Behavior Questionnaire (Bosworth, Espelage, & Simon, 1999). The questionnaire assesses both
aggression and prosocial behavior. The present study used two subscales from the questionnaire,
Aggression and Caring/Cooperative Behavior, each with adequate reliability in past research.
The first subscale, Aggression (Cronbach’s Alpha = .83), consisted of nine items and addressed
physical and verbal aggression (e.g. “I pushed, shoved, slapped, or kicked other students;” “I
called other students bad names”). The second subscale, Caring/Cooperative Behavior
(Cronbach’s Alpha = .77), consisted of eight items and assessed prosocial behavior (e.g. “I
helped someone stay out of a fight”). Participants reported frequency of behaviors in the past 30
days on a 4-point scale (never, 1 or 2 times, 3 or 4 times, and 5 times or more). A subscale
assessing anger was not included in the present study. It should be noted that this study measured
aggressive and prosocial behavior with peers, not siblings.
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Results
Plan of Analysis
In the data preparation phase, data were screened for outliers and missing data, and
distributions of scores on individual measures were examined for normality. Correlations were
examined between all primary measures and the following covariates: age, gender, number of
parents in household at year 1, age at immigration, and national origin (Mexican vs. other Latino
origin). Age at immigration was dummy-coded into 3 variables, representing adolescent
immigrants (arrived after age 11), child immigrants (arrived between ages 5 and 11), and USreared immigrants (born abroad and arrived before age 5). US-born participants served as the
omitted reference group. Covariates were included in subsequent analyses if they displayed an
association with a variable to be used in the analysis. Interactions between independent variables
and covariates were also tested as predictors of the two dependent variables, aggression and
prosocial behavior. If the interaction between a covariate and an independent variable, mediator,
or moderator was found to be a significant predictor of the dependent variable, the covariate was
entered in the model prior to the independent variable. The interaction term was then entered in
the final step of the analysis. If the covariate interaction was statistically significant in the final
analysis, it was reported in the results. However, this final step was not reported if F change was
not statistically significant.
In the primary analyses, all tests were first conducted with year 1 cross-sectional data.
Year 2 data were then analyzed, using independent and dependent variables from year 2 while
controlling for year 1 scores on the dependent variable to test whether year 2 predictors were
associated with changes in the dependent variable from year 1 to year 2. Finally, prospective
analyses were conducted to determine whether year 1 independent variables predicted
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subsequent changes in the dependent variable by year 2. Year 1 independent variables were used
to predict year 2 dependent variables, again controlling for the year 1 dependent variable.
The first set of primary analyses tested the hypothesis that family conflict is associated
with the two dependent variables: youth aggression and prosocial behavior. Multiple regression
analyses were used to test these hypotheses. Next, Preacher and Hayes’s (2004) bootstrap
approach was used to test the hypotheses that attitudes toward aggression mediates the
association between family conflict and youth aggression and prosocial behavior. Finally,
multiple regression analyses were conducted to test the hypothesis that family constellation
variables moderate the association between family conflict and aggressive and prosocial
behavior. The moderators included in these analyses were gender, birth order, family cohesion,
caregiving, and fairness.
Data Preparation
Data were screened for outliers, normality, and missing data. All variables had
adequately normal distributions in that skew and kurtosis fell within acceptable ranges
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). Scatterplots revealed that outliers were not sufficiently different
from other data points to warrant data transformation. At year 1, there were 199 participants. In
terms of missing data at year 1, there were 199 participants, and most participants had complete
data. All variables had >98% complete data in year 1.
In terms of attrition, of the 199 students who participated at year 1, 56 (28%) moved to a
different school district within one year, and one student did not attend data collection sessions in
year 2. Therefore, the total sample in year 2 consisted of 143 participants. T-tests of attrition
revealed no statistically significant mean differences on any of the independent or dependent
variables in this study between students who did not participate at year 2 and the rest of the
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sample. In addition, Little’s MCAR test for all variables (years 1 and 2) indicated that data were
missing completely at random, chi-square (138) = 138.51, p = .47. Thus, there does not appear to
be selection bias in the sample of 143 youth at year 2 with regard to the variables examined in
this study. However, the possibility remains that year 2 participants may be less mobile than the
overall population of Latino students in this urban area.
Given the significant number of students unable to be contacted at year 2 (28%) and the
possibility that the sample at year 2 may exclude more mobile students, missing data were not
imputed for year 2 variables for those who only participated at year 1. However, missing data
were imputed within year 1 and year 2 for the small number of participants with partially
completed data sets in a given year (<2% of responses for each variable). These data were
imputed using the EM technique. Thus, following imputation, the final samples consisted of 199
participants with complete data at year 1 and 143 participants with complete data at year 2.
Correlations among study variables are reported in Table 1.
Family Conflict and Youth Aggression
The hypothesis that family conflict is associated with youth aggression was tested in
cross-sectional and longitudinal analyses. In year 1, immigration age and gender were the two
covariates associated with aggression. Girls and adolescent immigrants reported lower levels of
aggression. Family conflict was significantly related to youth aggression, controlling for these
covariates. In the year 2 regression analysis, family conflict was a significant predictor of change
in youth aggression from year 1 to year 2, controlling for aggression at year 1 and all covariates.
In terms of year 2 covariates, age had a significant association with aggression in that older
participants reported higher levels of aggression. In sum, findings from year 1 and year 2 suggest
that family conflict may play an important role in youth aggression.
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Next, a prospective analysis was conducted to determine whether family conflict at year 1
predicted youth aggression at year 2 controlling for youth aggression at year 1. In this analysis,
after accounting for year 1 aggression, family conflict was unrelated to change in aggression one
year later. This finding does not support the hypothesis that family conflict predicts future youth
aggression. Age was once again a significant predictor of aggression, with older participants
reporting greater increases in aggression over time. Taken together, these findings suggest that
current level of family conflict, but not past family conflict, has a strong association with youth
aggression. See Table 2 for a summary of significant findings (years 1 and 2).
Family Conflict and Prosocial Behavior
An analogous set of regression analyses was conducted with family conflict as a predictor
of youth prosocial behavior. Family conflict did not predict youth prosocial behavior in either
cross-sectional or longitudinal analyses. In terms of covariates, immigration status was
associated with prosocial behavior, both in cross-sectional and prospective analyses. When
controlling for year 1 prosocial behavior, all immigrant groups reported lower levels of prosocial
behavior at year 2, suggesting that having a US-born status predicts increases in prosocial
behavior over time compared to immigrant peers. See Table 3 for an illustration of these
findings.
Mediator: Attitudes Toward Aggression
Preacher and Hayes’ (2004) bootstrap approach was used to test the hypothesis that
attitudes toward aggression mediates the association between family conflict and youth
aggression and prosocial behaviors. This method was used because it increases power in smaller
samples compared to Baron and Kenny’s (1986) approach. The bootstrap approach also avoids a
problematic assumption of the Sobel test (Preacher and Hayes, 2004). The traditional Sobel test
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involves dividing the indirect effect by the standard error and comparing the result to a critical
value from the standard normal distribution. The Sobel test relies on the assumption that the
distribution of the indirect effect (ab) is normal. However, this assumption is often violated,
especially in small samples, yielding underpowered tests of mediation (Preacher and Hayes,
2004). The bootstrapping approach does not make this assumption.
In addition, although Baron & Kenny’s (1986) definition of mediation requires a
significant direct effect, Preacher and Hayes (2004) disputed whether the direct effect is a
necessary prerequisite for testing indirect effects. Therefore, the indirect effects were tested for
cross-sectional data at years 1 and 2 as well as prospective data. In year 2 cross-sectional
analyses and in the prospective analysis, aggression at year 1 was entered as a covariate.
In this study, the bootstrap approach provided a point estimate of the indirect effect ab by
computing the mean of ab taken over 1000 bootstrap samples (sampling with replacement). For
the 95% confidence interval of this effect, the 1,000 estimates were sorted from low to high, and
the lower limit was the 25th score, while the upper limit was the 976th score in the distribution. In
year 1 cross-sectional data, the bootstrap analysis revealed a statistically significant regression
coefficient for the indirect effect of family conflict on aggression through attitudes toward
aggression, indicating a significant mediation effect (ab point estimate = .06, 95% CI = .01 .17). Thus, 10% of the total effect of family conflict on aggression was mediated by attitudes
toward aggression. In year 2, the bootstrap analysis again revealed a statistically significant
regression coefficient for the indirect effect of family conflict on change in aggression from year
1 to year 2 (controlling for year 1 aggression) through attitudes toward aggression at year 2,
indicating a significant mediation effect (ab point estimate = .18, 95% CI = .01-.50). Thus, 33%
of the total effect of family conflict on aggression was mediated by attitudes toward aggression.
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Bootstrap results from the prospective analysis revealed that the indirect effect of conflict on
aggression via attitudes toward aggression was not statistically significant. Attitudes toward
aggression did not mediate the association between family conflict and prosocial behavior.
Figures 2 and 3 and Table 4 illustrate the significant findings of these bootstrap analyses.
Moderators: Family Constellation Variables and Aggression
A series of regression analyses was conducted to determine whether family constellation
variables moderated the association between family conflict and youth aggression. The five
family constellation variables analyzed were family cohesion, caregiving (filial responsibility),
fairness (filial responsibility), birth order, and gender. Family conflict was entered in the first
step, followed by the family constellation variable, followed by the interaction term. Continuous
variables were centered about their means before computing interaction terms. For the
longitudinal analyses, youth aggression at year 1 was entered as a covariate.
In terms of main effects, gender predicted youth aggression in year 1, with boys reporting
higher levels of aggression than girls. Family cohesion and birth order each had significant
interaction effects as described below. Table 5 summarizes statistically significant results from
these family constellation analyses. In terms of filial responsibilities, main effects and interaction
effects for both caregiving and fairness were not significant predictors of aggression in year 1,
year 2, or prospective analyses.
Family Cohesion. Family cohesion did not have a main effect on aggression in crosssectional or prospective analyses. However, in year 2, the interaction between family conflict and
cohesion had a statistically significant association with change in aggression from year 1 to year
2. Further analyses were conducted to explicate the significant interactions found in year 2 crosssectional analyses following Aiken and West (2004). To probe the effect of family cohesion as a
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moderator of the association between family conflict and aggression, simple slope analyses were
conducted at family cohesion one standard deviation above the mean (high cohesion) and below
the mean (low cohesion). T-tests of the regression coefficient revealed that family conflict was a
significant predictor of aggression when family cohesion was low (b = .47, standard error = .13,
p = .00). However, family conflict was not associated with aggression when cohesion was high
(b = .14, standard error = .13, p = .30). The main effect and interaction terms for family
cohesion were not statistically significant in prospective analyses. Figure 4 depicts the significant
interaction in year 2 and reveals that aggression appears lowest for those with both low family
conflict and low family cohesion. In sum, there was a strong link between family conflict and
aggression when cohesion was low, but the link was not present when cohesion was high.
Birth Order. Though main effects and interaction terms for birth order were not
significant in year 1 or in prospective analyses, the interaction between family conflict and birth
order had a statistically significant association with change in aggression from year 1 to year 2.
The interaction between age and birth order was also associated with change in aggression in
year 2.
To probe the effect of birth order as a moderator of the association between family
conflict and aggression, simple slope analyses were conducted for oldest and younger siblings.
T-tests of the regression coefficient revealed that family conflict was a significant predictor of
aggression for younger siblings (b = .50, standard error = .14, p = .00). However, family
conflict was not associated with aggression for oldest siblings (b = .11, standard error = .12, p =
.34). Thus, being a younger sibling exacerbates the effect of family conflict on aggression. This
finding is counter to the initial hypothesis that being an oldest sibling would exacerbate this
effect. Figure 5 depicts the moderation effect of birth order.
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Moderators: Family Constellation Variables and Prosocial Behavior
An analogous series of regression analyses was conducted to determine whether family
constellation variables moderated the association between family conflict and youth prosocial
behavior. The same five family constellation variables were used as moderators (family
cohesion, caregiving, fairness, birth order, and gender). Family conflict was entered in the first
step, followed by the family constellation variable, followed by the interaction term. For the year
2 cross-sectional and for the longitudinal analyses, youth prosocial behavior at year 1 was
entered as a covariate.
In terms of main effects, caregiving was associated with change in prosocial behavior
from year 1 to year 2 in year 2 analyses, but there were no main effects or interaction effects of
caregiving in year 1 or prospective analyses. The interaction between family cohesion and family
conflict was also associated with prosocial behavior. In terms of covariates, immigration age had
a significant association with prosocial behavior in multiple analyses. Immigrant youth reported
lower levels of prosocial behavior than their US-born Latino peers, as indicated by the negative
association between prosocial behavior and all three dummy coded immigrant groups (US-reared
immigrants, child immigrants, and adolescent immigrants). Table 6 displays these analyses with
statistically significant effects. For fairness, birth order and gender, neither the main effects nor
the interactions with family conflict were associated with prosocial behavior in any of the
analyses.
Family Cohesion. In year 1, family cohesion 1 predicted youth prosocial behavior. In
year 2, family cohesion 2 was a significant predictor of change in prosocial behavior from year 1
to year 2, similar to the year 1 finding. In addition, however, in year 2, the interaction between
family conflict and cohesion 2 reached significance, explaining change in prosocial behavior. In
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the prospective analysis, family cohesion did not have a significant main effect or interaction
effect on prosocial behavior. The moderation effect in year 2 was probed using tests of simple
slopes. Analyses were conducted at family cohesion one standard deviation above the mean
(high cohesion) and below the mean (low cohesion). T-tests of the regression coefficient revealed
that family conflict was not a significant predictor of prosocial behavior when family cohesion
was high (b = -.09, standard error = .20, p = .67). However, when family cohesion was low,
conflict had a statistically significant association with prosocial behavior (b = .65, standard
error = .21, p = .00). Consistent with hypotheses, participants in cohesive families reported more
prosocial behavior. However, counter to expectation, those in less cohesive families reported
more prosocial behavior if family conflict was high. It is possible that in less cohesive families,
conflict may reflect at least a base of interpersonal engagement that promotes prosocial
interaction with peers. Those in families with low conflict and low cohesion may experience
little interpersonal engagement at home, and this may translate into taking less initiative for
active problem-solving and engagement with peers. See Figure 6 for a graph of this moderation
effect.
Discussion
This study proposed three main hypotheses regarding associations between family
conflict and behavioral outcomes for Latino youth. The first hypothesis concerned direct links
between family conflict and youth outcomes. The second hypothesis addressed the role of
attitudes toward aggression as a mediator of these links. The last hypothesis examined the role of
five family constellation factors as moderators of these links. In general, this study found partial
support for these hypotheses. A discussion of findings for each of the three hypotheses follows.
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Family Conflict and Youth Outcomes
The first hypothesis was that higher family conflict would predict higher aggression and
fewer prosocial behaviors. Findings revealed partial support for this hypothesis. Current family
conflict was associated with aggression, even controlling for prior aggression. However, family
conflict did not predict future aggression. These findings suggest that Latino youth may act out
more based on the current level of conflict in the home than past levels. This finding implies that
interventions to reduce levels of family conflict might also result in reducing concurrent levels of
youth aggression. In contrast to findings regarding aggression, there was no direct link found
between family conflict and youth prosocial behavior, suggesting that factors other than conflict
at home may shape the development of prosocial behavior.
Mediator: Attitudes Toward Aggression
The second hypothesis was that attitudes toward aggression would mediate the
association between family conflict and aggressive and prosocial behaviors. Findings revealed
partial support for this hypothesis. Attitudes did not mediate prosocial outcomes, but attitudes
toward aggression were a partial mediator of the association between family conflict and youth
aggression. However, attitudes accounted for only 10-33% of the total effect, suggesting that
other factors are likely to mediate this effect as well. For example, Crick and Dodge (1994)
found higher levels of aggression among youth with an attributional bias in which they interpret
neutral interactions as threatening. It is possible that such an attribitional bias would develop in
the context of domestic violence, and such as bias would represent another pathway for
mediation in addition to attitudes toward aggression.
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Moderators: Family Constellation Variables
It was hypothesized that family constellation variables would moderate the association
between family conflict and aggressive/prosocial behaviors. In terms of aggression, the link
between family conflict and aggression in year 2 was moderated by family cohesion and birth
order, but both moderation effects were in unexpected directions. For cohesion, participants with
low family conflict only reported low aggression when family cohesion was also low. It is
possible that these participants represent a group that is less engaged in interpersonal interactions
with family and peers in general, reducing opportunities for either cohesive or aggressive
interactions.
It is also important to consider that family conflict was only associated with aggression
for youth in less cohesive families. Another interpretation of this interaction is that family
conflict may have a more deleterious effect on youth adjustment when youth are not positively
engaged with their families. This interpretation is consistent with attachment theory, which
suggests that strong family relationships can withstand conflict without leading to negative
outcomes (Allen & Land, 1999).
In terms of birth order, oldest siblings had relatively steady levels of aggression
regardless of family conflict, but younger siblings reported more aggression in the context of
high family conflict. Thus, being a younger sibling may exacerbate the effect of family conflict
on aggression. This finding is counter to the initial hypothesis that being an oldest sibling would
exacerbate this effect. Further research is needed to understand the meaning behind this
moderation effect. It is possible, for example, that oldest siblings may be more likely to express
distress through internalizing behaviors rather than aggression due to role constraints as the
responsible, oldest child (Pulakos, 1987). Although this finding initially appears counter to what
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feminist theory would predict, it is also possible that since this study measured peer aggression,
oldest siblings may display more aggression toward their younger siblings, and younger siblings,
with less power at home, may display more aggression toward peers. Such a phenomenon
deserves further study and would be consistent with feminist theory. There is a small body of
research that suggests a relationship between sibling aggression/victimization and peer
aggression/victimization, but birth order with regard to sibling aggression has not yet been
examined (Duncan, 1999).
With regard to the link between family conflict and prosocial behavior, family cohesion
was found to be a moderator in year 2. Participants with low family conflict and low family
cohesion reported low levels of prosocial behavior, similar to the moderation effect for
aggression. Again, it is possible that these participants represent a group that is less engaged in
interpersonal interactions with family and peers in general, reducing opportunities for both
aggressive and prosocial interactions. Thus, it appears that both aggression and prosocial
behaviors are lowest when conflict and cohesion are low.
In terms of covariates, immigration age had a significant association with prosocial
behavior in multiple analyses. Adolescent immigrants reported lower levels of aggression than
all other youth. In addition, all immigrant groups (US-reared immigrants, child immigrants, and
adolescent immigrants) reported lower levels of prosocial behavior than their US-born Latino
peers.
In sum, as hypothesized, this study revealed a link between family conflict and youth
aggression, partially mediated by attitudes toward aggression. However, several of the family
constellation variables that were hypothesized to moderate this link displayed either no effect or
a moderation effect in an unexpected direction. Future research should further explore the role of
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family cohesion and birth order to better understand risk and protective factors for Latino youth
exposed to family conflict.
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Table 1. Pearson correlations among study 1 variables.
1.
1. Family Conflict Year 1
2. Family Conflict Year 2
3. Attitudes Toward Aggression
Year 1
4. Attitudes Toward Aggression
Year 2

2.

3.

5.

6.

7.

8.

.54**

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

1.00
.26**

.25**

.29**

.06

.04

-.13

6. Birth order

-.11

-.12

7. Family Cohesion Year 1

-.26**

8. Family Cohesion Year 2

-.21*

1.00
.42**

1.00
-.22**

1.00

.00

-.12

-.08

1.00

-.19*

-.12

-.05

.02

.04

-.38**

-.23**

-.21*

-.05

-.02

.04

-.10

-.03

1.00
.45**

1.00

.04

.10

-.05

1.00

.18*

.06

.03

9. Caregiving Year 1

.06

.05

10. Caregiving Year 2

.32**

.35**

.18*

.05

.12

-.03

.11

.07

-.01

.14

-.04

11. Fairness Year 1

-.11

12. Fairness Year 2

-.42**

-.66**

-.32**

-.29**

-.16

.10

13. Youth Aggression Year 1

.40**

.39**

.30**

.26**

-.14*

-.02

-.08

14. Youth Aggression Year 2

.21*

.37**

.16

.45**

-.10

-.05

.07

15. Prosocial Behavior Year 1

.11

.07

-.03

-.04

.19**

.05

.20**

.08

16. Prosocial Behavior Year 2

-.03

.08

-.11

-.07

.23**

-.04

.18*

.22**

**p<.01
*p<.05

9.

1.00

.24**

5. Gender

4.

-.09
.23**

-.12

-.01

1.00

.02

-.43**

-.18*

1.00

-.20*

.15*

.17*

-.06

-.22** 1.00

-.11

.18*

.11

-.09

-.30**

.45** 1.00

.14

.06

-.02

.34**

.14

-.01

-.14

.16

.29** .38** 1.00

.51**

-.52**

1.00

-.01
.03

.28**

1.00
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Table 2. Regression analyses revealing association between family conflict and youth
aggression.

Step

Model

Unstandardized Standard Beta
! R2
Coefficient
Error
Final Step
Final Step

!F

Year 1 Cross-sectional, DV: Youth Aggression Year 1. F total (6, 192) = 10.31, R2 total = .24.
1

2

Covariates
Gender
# of Parents in
Household
US-Reared Immigrant
Child Immigrant
Adolescent Immigrant
Family Conflict

.38
.02

.11
.15

.22*
.01

-.26
-.16
-.61

.18
.16
.17

-.12
-.09
-.31*

.57

.10

.39*

.11

4.53*

.14

35.20*

Year 2 Cross-sectional. DV: Youth Aggression Year 2. F total (7, 135) = 8.81, R2 total = .34.
1

Youth Aggression Year
1

2

Covariates
Age
Gender
US-Reared Immigrant
Child Immigrant
Adolescent Immigrant

3
*p<.01

Family Conflict

.28

.07

.34*

-.20
.10
-.12
-.18
-.17

.06
.11
.15
-.13
.15

-.22*
.08
-.07
-1.36
-.12

.30

.09

.25*

.21

36.41*

.06

2.06

.05

10.27*
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Table 3. Age at immigration predicts prosocial behavior.
Step

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficient
Final Step

Standard
Error

Beta
Final Step

! R2

!F

Prospective. DV: Prosocial Behavior Year 2. F total (7, 135) = 6.81, R2 total = .26.
1

Prosocial Behavior Year 1

2

Covariates
Gender
# of Parents in Household
US-Reared Immigrant!
Child Immigrant
Adolescent Immigrant

-.24
-.14
-.77
-.55
-.92

.17
.22
.25
.22
.25

-.12
-.05
-.29*
-.25*
-.40*

Family Conflict Year 1

-.19

.14

-.10

3

.29

.08

.29*

.14

23.28*

.11

3.97*

.01

1.81

*p<.01
Immigration age dummy codes: 1. US-Reared Immigrant (born abroad and arrived before age
5); 2. Child Immigrant (arrived between ages 5 and 11); 3. Adolescent Immigrant (arrived after
age 11). US-born participants served as the omitted reference group.
!
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Table 4. Attitudes toward aggression mediates the association between family conflict and youth
aggression.
Path

Predictor Variable
(DV: Aggression except in path a)

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standard
Errors

t

Year 1 Cross-sectional, N = 199. Bootstrap Resamples = 1,000.
a

Effect of Family Conflict (IV) on
Attitudes Toward Aggression (Mediator)

.26

.07

3.70**

.22
.58

.10
.10

2.28**
5.92**

.52

.10

5.19**

-.04
.33
-.01
-.26

.07
.12
.14
.18

-.52
2.86**
-.06
-1.49

Child Immigrant

-.18

.15

-1.15

Adolescent Immigrant
IV: Family Conflict, Indirect Effect
through Mediator: Attitudes Toward
Aggression

-.54
.06*

.16
.04

-3.23**

.35

.15

2.39*

.47

.12

4.05**

.55

.21

2.66**

.39

.20

1.92

.28

.07

4.19**

Age

-.18

.06

-2.98**

Gender

-.02

.11

-.21

.14

.13

1.10

b
c

Mediator: Attitudes Toward Aggression
IV: Family Conflict,
Total Effect
c’
IV: Family Conflict,
Direct Effect
Covariates Age
Gender
# of Parents in Household
US-Reared Immigrant

ab or
c-c’

Year 2 Cross-sectional, N = 143. Bootstrap Resamples = 1,000.
a

Effect of Family Conflict (IV) on
Attitudes Toward Aggression (Mediator)
b
Mediator: Attitudes Toward Aggression
Year 2
c
IV: Family Conflict,
Total Effect
c’
IV: Family Conflict,
Direct Effect
Covariates Aggression Year 1

# of Parents in Household
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US-Reared Immigrant

-.09

.15

-.63

Child Immigrant

-.15

.13

-1.15

Adolescent Immigrant

-.07

.15

-.44

Conflict X Gender

-.36

.20

-1.83

.09

.30

.29

-.15

.23

-.64

.08

.28

.29

Conflict X US-Reared Immigrant
Conflict X Child Immigrant
Conflict X Adolescent Immigrant
ab or
c-c’

IV: Family Conflict, Indirect Effect
.18*
.12
through Mediator: Attitudes Toward
Aggression
Note. Letters indicate mediation model paths as seen in Figures 2 and 3: a = effect of IV on
mediator; b = effect of mediator on DV; c = total effect of IV on DV; c’ = direct effect of IV on
DV (controlling for mediator); ab or c-c’ = indirect effect of IV on DV through mediator. T tests
were used for all paths except the indirect effect (ab), which was tested using the bootstrap
approach. For indirect effects, “*” indicates that 95% confidence interval does not include “0;”
thus, ab > 0, demonstrating a statistically significant effect. ”X” denotes interaction term.
*p<.05
**p<.01
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Table 5. Associations of gender, family cohesion, birth order, and family conflict with youth
aggression.
Step

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficient
Final Step

Standard
Error

Beta
Final
Step

Family Cohesion
Year 2 Cross-sectional. DV: Youth Aggression Year 2. F total (5, 137) = 12.84, R2 total = .32.
1
Youth Aggression Year 1
.32
.06
.39**
2
Covariate: Age
-.19
.06
-.22**
3
Family Conflict
.31
.10
.26**
4
Family Cohesion
.01
.09
.07
5
Family Conflict X Family
-.30
.15
-.14*
Cohesion

! R2

!F

.21
.04
.05
.00
.02

36.41**
7.93**
10.10**
.16
3.92*

.21

36.41**

.04

7.93**

.05

10.10**

Birth Order
Year 2 Cross-sectional. DV: Youth Aggression Year 2. F total (6, 136) = 11.70, R2 total = .34.
1

Youth Aggression Year 1

.29

.06

2

.36**

Covariate: Age

-.03

.09

3

Family Conflict

.50

.14

4

Birth Order

-.03

.09

-.02

.00

.03

5

Family Conflict X Birth Order

-.32

.17

-.20*

.02

3.89*

6

Birth Order X Age

-.27

.12

-.23*

.02

4.56*

.07

3.71**

-.03
.42**

Gender
Year 1 Cross-sectional. DV: Youth Aggression Year 1. F total (7, 191) = 8.90, R2 total = .25.
1

Covariates
# of Parents in Household

.01

.15

.00

US-Reared Immigrant

-.26

.18

-.12

Child Immigrant

-.16

.16

-.09

Adolescent Immigrant

-.59

.17

-.31**

2

Family Conflict

.63

.12

.42**

.13

30.99**

3

Gender

.38

.11

.22**

.04

11.18**

4

Family Conflict X Gender

-.15

.20

.00

.56

Note. ”X” denotes interaction term.
*p<.05
**p<.01

-.06
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Table 6. Associations of cohesion, caregiving, and family conflict with prosocial behavior.
Step

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficient
Final Step

Standard
Error

Family Cohesion
Year 1 Cross-sectional. DV: Prosocial Behavior Year 1. F total (10, 188) = 4.12, R2
1
Covariates
Age
.12
.09
Gender
-.26
.15
# of Parents in Household
.13
.18
National Origin
.26
.16
US-Reared Immigrant
-.41
.23
Child Immigrant
-.21
.20
Adolescent Immigrant
-.76
.22
2
Family Conflict
.24
.13
3
Family Cohesion
.39
.11
4
Family Conflict X Family Cohesion
-.09
.19
Year 2 Cross-sectional. DV: Prosocial Behavior Year 2. F total (9, 133) = 6.97, R2
1
Prosocial Behavior Year 1
.28
.08
2
Covariates
Gender
-.22
.17
# of Parents in Household
-.15
.21
US-Reared Immigrant
-.60
.25
Child Immigrant
-.46
.22
Adolescent Immigrant
-.79
.24
3
Family Conflict
.20
.15
4
Family Cohesion
.52
.15
5
Family Conflict X Family Cohesion
-.54
.25
Caregiving
Year 2 Cross-sectional. DV: Prosocial Behavior Year 2. F total (9, 133) = 6.16, R2
1
Prosocial Behavior Year 1
.27
.08
2
Covariates
Gender
-.22
.17
# of Parents in Household
-.08
.21
US-Reared Immigrant
-.77
.25
Child Immigrant
-.50
.22
Adolescent Immigrant
-.84
.24
3
Family Conflict
-.12
.15
4
Caregiving
.51
.18
5
Family Conflict X Caregiving
-.05
.30

Note. ”X” denotes interaction term.
*p<.05
**p<.01

Beta
Final Step

! R2

!F

total = .18.
.10
-.13
.05
.12
-.16
-.10
-.33**
.14
.24**
-.03
total = .32.
.27**
-.11
-.05
-.23*
-.21*
-.34**
.10
.27**
-.16*
total = .29.
.26**
-.11
-.03
-.29**
-.23*
-.36**
-.07
.22**
-.01

.12

3.78**

.01
.05
.00

1.25
11.80**
.22

.14
.11

23.28**
3.97**

.00
.05
.02

.01
8.67**
4.68*

.14
.11

23.28**
3.97**

.00
.04
.00

.01
8.15**
.03
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Figure 2. Attitudes toward aggression mediates the association between family conflict and
youth aggression (year 1 cross-sectional data). Figure includes unstandardized regression
coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
Note. Figure includes unstandardized regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
For explanation of contrasts between bootstrap approach and traditional Sobel test, see section
above under heading “Mediator: Attitudes Toward Aggression.”
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Figure 3. Attitudes toward aggression mediates the association between family conflict and
change in youth aggression from year 1 to year 2 (year 2 cross-sectional data, controlling for
year 1 aggression).
Note. Figure includes unstandardized regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
For explanation of contrasts between bootstrap approach and traditional Sobel test, see section
above under heading “Mediator: Attitudes Toward Aggression.”
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1

Aggression

0.8
0.6

Low Family Cohesion
High Family Cohesion

0.4
0.2
0
Low Family Conflict

High Family Conflict

Figure 4. Family cohesion moderates the interaction between family conflict and youth
aggression.
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1

Aggression

0.8
0.6

Younger
Oldest

0.4
0.2
0
Low Family Conflict

High Family Conflict

Figure 5. Birth order moderates the interaction between family conflict and youth aggression.
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3

Prosocial Behavior

2.5
2
Low Family Cohesion
High Family Cohesion

1.5
1
0.5
0
Low Family Conflict

High Family Conflict

Figure 6. Family cohesion enhances the effect of family conflict on prosocial behavior (year 2
cross-sectional).
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STUDY 2
Whereas Study 1 examined Latino youth aggression in a community sample, Study 2
used a higher-risk sample of Latino youth exposed to domestic violence. It was expected that
findings from these studies would complement each other by shedding light on processes in both
community and higher-risk groups. Study 1 examined the full theoretical model of the present
research, in which family conflict predicts aggression and prosocial behavior, and this
association is mediated by attitudes toward aggression and moderated by family constellation
variables. Study 2 focuses on the second part of the model, examining the mediator and
moderators as predictors of aggression and prosocial behavior for youth with known exposure to
domestic violence. Figure 7 displays the portion of the model that was examined in Study 2.
In order to minimize effects based on between-family variance such as level of partner
violence or household differences in caregiving and discipline, related samples of sibling dyads
were used. Inclusion of siblings strengthens the design because it allows for observations of
within-family variability in aggression, which can be attributed to individual differences and
family constellations such as birth order and gender socialization rather than between-family
variables such as level of violence. This study used a sample of 35 Latino youth exposed to
domestic violence and 35 siblings of these youth to test the hypotheses that attitudes toward
aggression and family constellations are associated with aggressive and prosocial behavior in the
context of domestic violence.
Method
Participants
Participants were 35 Latino youth, ages 6-17, and their 35 siblings, also ages 6-17. All
participants were enrolled in an intervention program for families affected by domestic violence
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in a metropolitan area of the Southeast. The data used in this study were a subset of the data
collected as part of a comprehensive evaluation of this domestic violence intervention program.
The average age of youth participants was 9.64 (SD=2.41), and 47% were male. Sixty-seven
percent of youth were born in the US. Most of the families were of Mexican origin (63%). The
rest of the sample had family origins in Colombia, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, and
Dominican Republic. Participants from each of these countries made up 6% or less of the
sample.
The program from which participants were recruited is a community-based, culturallyspecific intervention program for Latino families. This family-based domestic violence program
includes intervention groups for men who batter, support groups for abused women, and sharing
groups for their children. The weekly program takes place at a building that serves as a church
and community center. Participants in the program include any Spanish-speaking family that is
affected by domestic violence and requests services. Some of these families are self-referrals and
others are referred by the courts and other agencies. Participants in the present study were
recruited in person before the weekly intervention groups began.
Procedure
Spanish-speaking staff approached mothers in the domestic violence program, and mothers
gave consent for themselves and their children to participate in a research project on domestic
violence and children’s well-being. Youth were then recruited from support groups at the
program and gave their assent to participate. A bilingual interviewer worked one-on-one with
youth to complete the survey. Youth were offered candy as an incentive for participation.
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Measures
Spanish translations of all measures were created using a process of initial translation,
back-translation, and de-centering (Bracken & Barona, 1991). Measures were presented in both
English and Spanish. All measures were selected by a multicultural team of researchers including
scientists with extensive experience working in Latino communities. Measures were selected to
tap culturally relevant aspects of functioning, and they were determined to have adequate
reliability in past research. The current study modified all instruments to a 3-point scale. This
adaptation was made after pilot research revealing that some participants became confused by a
large number of options.
Family Cohesion. This variable was assessed using a 10-item Family Closeness Scale
adapted from the Family Adaptation and Cohesion Scale (Olson, 1986). This study used a 3point Likert scale (never, sometimes, many times), and reliability for this sample was adequate
(Cronbach’s Alpha = .72). Items on this scale assess feelings of closeness and mutual support
(e.g. “Does your family have time for you?”; “In your family do people help each other?”).
Filial Responsibility. This variable was assessed using 19 items from the 34-item
Adolescent Filial Responsibility Questionnaire-Revised (AFRQ-R, Jurkovic, Kuperminc, &
Casey, 2000). Alvarez-Jimenez et al. (2006) found four factors on the AFRQ-R in a community
sample of Latino adolescents: fairness, chores, emotional support, and negotiating culture. This
study used an abbreviated version of the AFRQ-R. It includes 10 items from the fairness factor
(e.g. “Do you give more than you receive?”), which assess equality, reciprocity, and mutual
support in the family. Consistent with past research, it combines the other three factors into one
factor called “caregiving” (e.g. chores: “Do you work in the house or yard?”; emotional support:
“Do your parents ask you to help siblings with their problems?”; and negotiating culture: “Do
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you help your parents talk to people in Spanish?”) (Jurkovic et al., 2005; Kuperminc et al., in
press). This study used 9 items from the caregiving factor. This study also used a 3-point Likert
scale (never, sometimes, many times). Both the fairness subscale and the caregiving subscale had
inadequate reliability in this sample (Cronbach’s Alpha between .40 and .60 for these subscales).
Factor analyses were therefore performed on both subscales to explore their factor structures and
determine whether portions of the scales had adequate reliability.
The analysis yielded a matrix with three components. In the first component, five of the
items yielded loadings higher than .23 on the first factor. The other two components each had
only three items with loadings higher than .23 that did not overlap with the first component. Due
to the small number of items in the original scale, only the first component was used to create a
revised caregiving scale (a one-factor solution was not forced). The five items with the highest
loadings on the first component comprise a revised caregiving scale with adequate reliability
(Cronbach’s Alpha = .64). These five items included sibling caregiving, work in the house or
yard, and negotiating culture.
Principal components analysis with promax rotation (Kappa = 4) with Kaiser normalization
was used to examine the nine items intended to assess fairness. The analysis yielded a structure
matrix with four components. In the first component, four of the items yielded loadings higher
than .50. The other three components had three or fewer items with loadings higher than .50.
Because the second, third, and fourth components had so few items with high loadings, only the
first component was used to create a revised fairness scale (a one-factor solution was not forced).
The four items with high loadings on the first factor comprise a revised fairness scale with higher
scores indicating less fairness. These items assessed whether parents criticize the way youth help
at home or talk bad to youth about each other. They also asked whether youth do more than their

56
share or give more than they receive in their family. This modified scale had adquate reliability
(Cronbach’s Alpha = .62).
Ten items intended to assess caregiving were also analyzed using principal components
analysis with promax rotation (Kappa = 4) with Kaiser normalization. The analysis yielded a
structure matrix with three components. In the first component, only three of the items yielded
loadings higher than .50. In order to create a revised scale that assessed different aspects of
caregiving and had adequate reliability, the five items with the highest loadings (> .23) on the
first component were included in the new scale. The other two components each had only three
items with loadings higher than .23 that did not overlap with the first component. Due to the
small number of items in the original scale, only the first component was used to create a revised
caregiving scale (a one-factor solution was not forced). The five items with the highest loadings
on the first component comprise a revised caregiving scale with adequate reliability (Cronbach’s
Alpha = .64). These five items included sibling caregiving, work in the house or yard, and
negotiating culture.
Attitudes Toward Aggression. This variable was assessed using 18 items from the Attitudes
and Responses to Anger Subscale of the Child Witness to Violence Interview (CWVI, Jaffe,
Wilson, & Wolfe, 1988). The scale includes questions about the acceptability of hitting a
woman, a man, or a child in different situations. For example, “When is it OK to hit a woman?”
Children responded on a 3-point scale (yes, no, not sure) regarding appropriateness of hitting the
person in the given situation (e.g. “If the house is messy?”). Reliability in this sample was
adequate; Cronbach’s Alpha was .73.
Aggressive & Prosocial Responses to Anger. Both aggressive and prosocial behaviors were
measured through youth self-report in the Child Witness to Violence Interview (CWVI, Jaffe,
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Wilson, & Wolfe, 1988). Aggressive and prosocial behaviors were reported by youth in four
questions tapping responses to anger or being provoked (e.g. “If someone your own age takes
something without asking, what do you usually do?”). Youth were then prompted with five
specific behavior choices, to which they responded on a 3-point Likert scale (never, sometimes,
and often). These responses tapped both aggressive (e.g. “Hit them,” “Threaten them”) and
prosocial (e.g. “Ask them to stop,” “Tell someone”) behaviors. Reliability for this scale was
adequate (Cronbach’s Alpha = .83 for Aggression Subscale and .66 for Prosocial Subscale). It
should be noted that like in study 1, this study measured aggressive and prosocial behavior with
peers, not siblings.
Results
Plan of Analysis
In the data preparation phase, data were screened for outliers and missing data, and
distributions of scores on individual measures were examined for normality. Correlations were
examined between all primary measures and the following covariates: age, gender, and place of
birth (US vs. Latin America). Correlations were examined for scores of both the oldest and
younger siblings. Data regarding age at immigration were not available in this study. Data on
number of parents in household was also not collected because families typically entered the
intervention program following a recent incident of domestic violence. Therefore, almost all
parents were either living together or separated in the last few months. National origin was not
examined because most families were of Mexican origin, with the exception of two families of
Central American origin. The small number of non-Mexican families precluded a comparison of
participants from different national origins.
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Covariates were included in subsequent analyses if they displayed an association with a
variable to be used in the analysis. Interactions between each sibling’s independent variables and
covariates were also tested as predictors of both siblings’ scores on the two dependent variables,
aggressive and prosocial responses to anger. If the interaction between a covariate and an
independent variable was found to be a significant predictor of the dependent variable, the
covariate and the interaction term were included in the model for that combination of
independent and dependent variables.
In order to minimize effects based on between-family variance such as level of partner
violence or household differences in caregiving and discipline, primary analyses were conducted
with related samples of sibling dyads. Inclusion of siblings strengthens the design because it
allows for observations of within-family variability in outcomes, eliminating the possibility of
attributing differences to between-family variables such as level of violence or family discipline
style.
The primary analyses consisted of a series of repeated measures analyses of covariance
(ANCOVAs). Because these analyses included siblings, who are not independent samples, the
subject was the family rather than the individual. For each analysis, the within-subjects factor
was sibling, with oldest and youngest as the two levels. Thus, the within-subjects factor
represented a test of birth order. The following independent variables for both siblings were also
examined: attitudes toward aggression, family cohesion, caregiving, fairness, and gender. The
continuous variables were entered as covariates. In all, five ANCOVAs were conducted to
examine associations between both siblings’ scores on the independent variables and both
siblings’ aggressive responses to anger. An analogous series of five ANCOVAs was conducted
to test associations between the independent variables and prosocial responses to anger. Due to
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the small sample size, separate ANCOVAs were also conducted with each sibling’s score on the
independent variables to ensure that low power was not obscuring results. Results from these
analyses, however, were identical to those from analyses including both siblings’ scores on
independent variables in terms of significant findings. Therefore, in the interest of parsimony,
only analyses using both siblings’ scores are included in the present manuscript.
Data Preparation
Data were screened for outliers, normality, and missing data. All variables had
adequately normal distributions in that skew and kurtosis fell within the acceptable range
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). Scatterplots revealed that outliers were not sufficiently different
from other data points to warrant data transformation. The total sample consisted of N = 35
sibling dyads. Five participants were missing data for both siblings’ attitudes toward aggression
and place of birth. Two participants were missing data for sibling 2 family cohesion. Little’s
MCAR test for all variables indicated that data were missing completely at random, chi-square
(15) = 6.08, p = .98. Missing data were imputed using the EM technique. Correlations among
study variables are reported in Table 7.
Aggressive Responses to Anger
A series of repeated measures ANCOVAs was conducted to examine associations
between five independent variables (attitudes toward aggression, family cohesion, caregiving,
fairness, and gender) and the dependent variable, aggressive responses to anger. For each
analysis, the within-subjects factor was sibling, with oldest and youngest as the two levels.
Continuous variables were centered before computing interaction terms. Caregiving, fairness,
and birth order were the independent variables with significant associations with aggression.
These results are explained in detail below. Analyses with attitudes toward aggression, family
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cohesion, and gender did not reveal significant associations between these variables and
aggression.
Caregiving. A repeated measures ANCOVA for caregiving revealed a main effect for
sibling birth order, with older siblings reporting more aggression (M = .65, SD = .54) than
younger siblings (M = .26, SD = .34). The analysis also revealed a significant effect for the
interaction between sibling birth order and younger sibling caregiving, as shown in Table 8.
Partial correlation coefficients controlling for covariates were calculated separately for oldest
and younger siblings to explicate this effect. Analyses revealed that younger sibling caregiving
had a positive association with oldest sibling’s aggression at the trend level, r (29) = .34, p = .06.
Younger sibling caregiving had a nonsignificant, negative association with aggression for
younger siblings, r (29) = -.25, p > .05. Thus, being an oldest sibling exacerbates the effect of
younger sibling caregiving on aggression. Figure 8 displays these associations in the model, and
table 10 displays these partial regression coefficients. A follow-up paired t-test revealed that
oldest siblings reported more caregiving (M = 2.49, SD = .43) than younger siblings (M = 2.20,
SD = .51), t (34) = 2.54, p < .05.
Fairness. A repeated measures ANCOVA for fairness again revealed a main effect for
sibling birth order, with older siblings reporting more aggression (M = .65, SD = .54) than
younger siblings (M = .26, SD = .34). The analysis also revealed a significant effect for the
interaction between sibling birth order and oldest sibling fairness, as shown in Table 9. Partial
correlation coefficients controlling for covariates were calculated separately for oldest and
younger siblings to explicate this effect. Analyses revealed that oldest sibling perceived fairness
had a negative association with aggression for oldest siblings, r (30) = -.44, p < .05. Oldest
sibling fairness had a nonsignificant, positive association with aggression for younger siblings, r
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(30) = .22, p > .05. Thus, fairness is associated with aggression for oldest siblings but not for
younger siblings. Figure 9 displays these associations in the model, and table 10 displays these
partial regression coefficients.
Prosocial Responses to Anger
An analagous series of repeated measures ANCOVAs was conducted to examine
associations between five independent variables (attitudes toward aggression, family cohesion,
caregiving, fairness, and gender) and the dependent variable, prosocial responses to anger.
Again, for each analysis, the within-subjects factor was sibling, with oldest and youngest as the
two levels. Continuous variables were centered before computing interaction terms. Attitudes
toward aggression, family cohesion, caregiving, birth order, and gender were all associated with
prosocial behavior. The only independent variable not associated with prosocial behavior was
fairness. Results are described in detail below.
Attitudes Toward Aggression. A repeated measures ANCOVA for attitudes toward
aggression revealed a significant effect for the interaction between sibling birth order and
younger sibling attitudes, as shown in Table 11. Partial correlation coefficients controlling for
covariates were calculated separately for oldest and younger siblings to explicate this effect.
Analyses revealed that younger sibling attitudes toward aggression had a negative association
with prosocial responses to anger for younger siblings, r (32) = -.39, p < .05. Younger sibling
attitudes had a nonsignificant negative association with oldest sibling prosocial behavior, r (32) =
-.03, p > .05. Thus, attitudes toward aggression are associated with prosocial responses to anger
for younger siblings but not for oldest siblings. Figure 10 displays these associations in the
model, and table 15 displays these partial regression coefficients.
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Family Cohesion. A repeated measures ANCOVA for family cohesion revealed a main
effect for sibling birth order, with oldest siblings reporting fewer prosocial responses to anger (M
= 1.15, SD = .40) than younger siblings (M = 1.34, SD = .46). The ANCOVA also revealed a
significant effect for the interaction between sibling birth order and oldest sibling cohesion, as
shown in Table 12. Partial correlation coefficients controlling for covariates were calculated
separately for oldest and younger siblings to explicate this effect. Analyses revealed that oldest
sibling cohesion had a positive association with oldest sibling prosocial responses to anger, r
(35) = .37, p < .05. However, oldest sibling cohesion was not associated with younger sibling
prosocial behavior, r (35) = -.07, p > .05. Thus, family cohesion is associated with prosocial
responses to anger for oldest siblings but not for younger siblings. Figure 11 displays these
associations in the model, and table 15 displays these partial regression coefficients.
Caregiving. A repeated measures ANCOVA for caregiving revealed a significant effect
for the interaction between sibling birth order and younger sibling caregiving, as shown in Table
13. Partial correlation coefficients controlling for covariates were calculated separately for oldest
and younger siblings to explicate this effect. Analyses revealed that younger sibling caregiving
had a positive association with younger sibling prosocial responses to anger, r (32) = .55, p <
.01. Younger sibling caregiving had a nonsignificant negative association with oldest sibling
prosocial behavior, r (35) = -.16, p > .05. Thus, caregiving is associated with prosocial behavior
for younger siblings but not for oldest siblings. Figure 12 displays these associations in the
model, and table 15 displays these partial regression coefficients.
Gender. A repeated measures ANOVA for gender revealed a significant effect for the
interaction between sibling birth order and oldest sibling gender, as shown in table 14. Partial
correlation coefficients controlling for covariates were calculated separately for oldest and
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younger siblings to explicate this effect. Analyses revealed that oldest sibling gender was
associated with oldest sibling prosocial responses to anger at the trend level, with boys reporting
more prosocial behavior (M = 1.26, SD = .38) than girls (M = 1.03, SD = .40), r (35) = .29, p <
.10. Oldest sibling gender had a nonsignificant negative association with younger sibling
prosocial behavior, r (35) = -.18, p > .05. In other words, oldest boys reported more prosocial
behavior than oldest girls; thus, gender seems relevant for prosocial behavior among oldest
siblings. Figure 13 displays these associations in the model, and table 15 displays these partial
regression coefficients.
Discussion
This study proposed hypotheses regarding associations between attitudes toward
aggression, five family constellation variables, and behavioral outcomes for Latino youth
exposed to domestic violence. Sibling dyads were examined to control for factors such as level
of family violence. The family constellation variables were family cohesion, caregiving, fairness,
and gender, with sibling birth order as the within-subjects factor. Aggressive and prosocial
responses to anger were examined as the two outcomes.
In the following discussion, attitudes toward aggression and family constellation
variables are examined with regard to the two outcomes, aggressive and prosocial responses to
anger. In general, results supported the hypotheses that the independent variables would be
associated with outcomes. However, there were unexpected differences in these associations for
oldest versus younger siblings. Results are discussed in detail below.
Aggressive Responses to Anger
Results supported the hypothesis that oldest siblings would report more aggression than
younger siblings. Beyond the effect of birth order, filial responsibilities emerged as the most
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salient factors associated with aggression. It was hypothesized that caregiving would be
associated with lower levels of aggression. Some support for this hypothesis was found in that
younger sibling caregiving was not associated with aggression for younger siblings; however,
younger sibling caregiving was associated with more aggression for oldest siblings. This pattern
of findings suggests that when younger siblings engage in caregiving activities, their older
sibling tends to be more aggressive. It is possible that less aggressive younger siblings may
assume more caregiving responsibilities to compensate when their older siblings are engaging in
externalizing behaviors. This behavior would be consistent with the family systems theory that
youth compensate for other family members’ problems and fill needed roles to stabilize families
(Vetere, 2001).
In addition to caregiving, as hypothesized, fairness was associated with less aggression
for oldest siblings. However, fairness was not associated with aggression for younger siblings.
Fairness may be especially salient for oldest siblings because they are traditionally assigned
more responsibilities in the Latino cultural context (Millán & Chan, 1991). Indeed, this study
found that oldest siblings reported more caregiving than younger siblings. Fairness may be
especially important for oldest siblings in the context of domestic violence, which involves an
unfair, non-mutual relationship between the parents.
Prosocial Responses to Anger
Results supported the hypothesis that oldest siblings would report fewer prosocial
responses to anger than younger siblings. In addition, for younger siblings, caregiving and
negative attitudes toward aggression were associated with more prosocial responses, in line with
study hypotheses. For oldest siblings, cohesion was associated with more prosocial behavior,
again supporting hypotheses of this study. In terms of gender, however, the hypothesis that girls
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would report more prosocial behavior than boys was not supported. In fact, in this study, boys
reported more prosocial behavior than girls among oldest siblings.
In sum, caregiving and attitudes toward aggression emerged as more important for
younger siblings, whereas cohesion and gender were more important for oldest siblings. Further
research should be conducted in order to replicate these findings and determine how family
dynamics related to birth order and other family constellation variables affect youth exposed to
violence.
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Table 7. Pearson correlations among study 2 variables.

Attitudes
Toward
Aggression
Oldest
Attitudes Toward
Aggression Oldest
Attitudes Toward
Aggression Younger
Family Cohesion
Oldest
Family Cohesion
Younger
Caregiving Oldest
Caregiving Younger

Attitudes
Toward
Aggression
Younger

Family
Cohesion
Oldest

Family
Cohesion
Younger

Caregiving
Oldest

Caregiving
Younger

Fairness
Oldest

Fairness
Younger

Gender
Oldest

Gender
Younger

Aggressive
Responses
Oldest

Aggressive
Responses
Younger

Prosocial
Responses
Oldest

1.00
-.01

1.00

-.13

-.13

1.00

-.23

.24

.09

1.00

.21

-.05

.00

.25

1.00

.35*

-.05

1.00

-.23

-.06

1.00

-.19

.06

1.00

-.08

.45*

-.22

.16

.02

.33

-.05

-.09

-.06

.14

.27

Gender Oldest

.14

-.23

.09

.04

-.06

-.07

.27

.04

1.00

Gender Younger
Aggressive
Responses Oldest
Aggressive
Responses Younger
Prosocial Responses
Oldest
Prosocial Responses
Younger

.04

-.38*

-.12

-.08

.04

.16

-.15

.05

.02

1.00

-.03

.04

-.27

-.03

-.24

.31

-.37*

-.22

-.32

.27

1.00

.26

-.12

.08

-.26

.15

-.17

.29

-.08

-.08

-.02

.01

1.00

-.18

.08

.37*

-.05

.17

-.15

.17

.14

.29

-.13

-.34*

.03

1.00

.11

.23

.12

.06

-.03

-.15

-.18

.13

.19

-.06

.24

Fairness Oldest
Fairness Younger

**p<.01
*p<.05

Prosocial
Responses
Younger

-.07

.39*

.54**

1.00
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Table 8. ANCOVA revealing that the interaction between caregiving 2 and sibling birth order is
associated with aggression.
Model
df
F
Partial Eta squared
Test of Within-Subjects Effects
Sibling
1, 28
4.13*
.13
Covariates
Sibling X Age 1
1, 28
.07
.00
Sibling X Age 2
1, 28
.13
.00
Sibling X Birthplace 2
1, 28
3.53
.11
Sibling X Caregiving 1
1, 28
3.85
.12
Sibling X Caregiving 2
1, 28
6.52*
.19
Sibling X Age 1 X Caregiving 1 1, 28
.18
.01
Test of Between-Subjects Effects
Covariates
Age 1
1, 28
1.79
.06
Age 2
1, 28
.68
.02
Birthplace 2
1, 28
.92
.03
Caregiving 1
1, 28
.67
.02
Caregiving 2
1, 28
.74
.03
Age 1 X Caregiving 1
1, 28
.88
.03
Note. “1” indicates oldest sibling’s score and “2” indicates younger sibling’s score. “X” denotes
interaction term.
*p < .05
**p < .01
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Table 9. ANCOVA revealing that the interaction between fairness 1 and sibling birth order is
associated with aggression.
Model

df

F

Fairness
Test of Within-Subjects Effects
Sibling
Covariates
Sibling X Age 1

1, 29

7.39*

.20

1, 29

1.13

.04

1, 29
1, 29
1, 29
1, 29

.01
.42
8.41**
.41

.00
.01
.23
.01

1, 29
1, 29
1, 29
1, 29
1, 29

2.23
1.75
.62
1.71
2.18

.07
.06
.02
.06
.07

Sibling X Age 2
Sibling X Birthplace 2
Sibling X Fairness 1
Sibling X Fairness 2
Test of Between-Subjects Effects
Age 1
Age 2
Birthplace 2
Fairness 1
Fairness 2

Partial Eta squared

Note. “1” indicates oldest sibling’s score and “2” indicates younger sibling’s score. “X” denotes
interaction term.
*p < .05
**p < .01

69
Table 10. Partial regression coefficients for caregiving and fairness with oldest and younger
sibling aggression.
Independent Variable

Aggression
Oldest Sibling
Younger Sibling
Oldest
-.28
.17
Caregiving
1
†
Younger
.34
-.25
Oldest1
-.44*
.22
Fairness
Younger
-.26
-.11
Note. The following covariates were controlled for in partial correlations: age 1, age 2, and
birthplace 2. The interaction between age 1 and caregiving 1 was also included as a covariate for
correlations between caregiving and aggression.
1

Indicates significant difference in association with oldest vs. younger sibling aggression.

*p < .05
**p < .01
†

p < .10
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Table 11. ANCOVA revealing that the interaction between attitudes toward aggression 2 and
sibling birth order is associated with prosocial behavior.
Model

df

F

Partial Eta
squared

Test of Within-Subjects Effects
Sibling
1, 31
.02
.00
Covariate: Sibling X Gender 2
1, 31
2.95
.09
Sibling X Attitudes Toward Aggression 1
1, 31
2.83
.08
Sibling X Attitudes Toward Aggression 2
1, 31
5.69*
.16
Test of Between-Subjects Effects
Covariate: Gender 2
1, 31
.06
.00
Attitudes Toward Aggression 1
1, 31
.09
.00
Attitudes Toward Aggression 2
1, 31
1.93
.06
Note. “1” indicates oldest sibling’s score and “2” indicates younger sibling’s score. “X” denotes
interaction term.
*p < .05
**p < .01
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Table 12. ANCOVA revealing that the interaction between family cohesion 1 and sibling birth
order is associated with prosocial behavior.
Model

df

F

Partial Eta
squared

Test of Within-Subjects Effects
Sibling
1, 32
5.45*
.15
Sibling X Family Cohesion 1
1, 32
4.48*
.12
Sibling X Family Cohesion 2
1, 32
.70
.02
Test of Between-Subjects Effects
Family Cohesion 1
1, 32
1.05
.03
Family Cohesion 2
1, 32
.34
.01
Note. “1” indicates oldest sibling’s score and “2” indicates younger sibling’s score. “X” denotes
interaction term.
*p < .05
**p < .01
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Table 13. ANCOVA revealing that the interaction between younger sibling caregiving and
sibling birth order is associated with prosocial behavior.
Model

df

F

Partial Eta
squared

Test of Within-Subjects Effects
Sibling
1, 31
2.38
.07
Covariate: Sibling X Birthplace 2
1, 31
.94
.03
Sibling X Caregiving 1
1, 31
.23
.01
Sibling X Caregiving 2
1, 31
16.76**
.35
Test of Between-Subjects Effects
Covariate: Birthplace 2
1, 31
.02
.00
Caregiving 1
1, 31
.82
.03
Caregiving 2
1, 31
2.59
.08
Note. “1” indicates oldest sibling’s score and “2” indicates younger sibling’s score. “X” denotes
interaction term.
*p < .05
**p < .01
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Table 14. ANCOVA revealing that the interaction between oldest sibling gender and sibling birth
order is associated with prosocial behavior.
Model

df

F

Partial Eta
squared

Test of Within-Subjects Effects
Sibling
1, 32
2.76
.08
Sibling X Gender 1
1, 32
5.78*
.15
Sibling X Gender 2
1, 32
1.87
.06
Test of Between-Subjects Effects
Gender 1
1, 32
.08
.00
Gender 2
1, 32
.00
.00
Note. “1” indicates oldest sibling’s score and “2” indicates younger sibling’s score. “X” denotes
interaction term.
*p < .05
**p < .01
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Table 15. Partial regression coefficients for attitudes toward aggression, family cohesion,
caregiving, and gender with oldest and younger sibling prosocial behavior.
Independent Variable

Prosocial Behavior
Oldest Sibling
Younger Sibling
Attitudes Toward
Oldest
-.22
.09
1
Aggression
Younger
-.03
-.39*
Oldest1
.37*
-.07
Family Cohesion
Younger
-.14
-.00
Caregiving
Oldest
.18
.07
Younger1
-.16
.55**
1
†
Gender
Oldest
.29
-.18
Younger
-.13
.13
Note. The following covariates were controlled for in partial correlations: attitudes toward
aggression: gender 2. caregiving: birthplace 2.
1

Indicates significant difference in association with oldest vs. younger sibling prosocial

behavior.
*p < .05
**p < .01
†

p < .10
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Attitudes Toward
Aggression
Domestic violence present; level
controlled through sibling dyads

Aggressive &
Prosocial Behavior
Family constellation Variables

• Family cohesion
• Filial responsibility
• Birth order
• Gender

Figure 7. Portions of overall model examined in study 2. Family conflict was not included in the
analyses.
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Caregiving

Younger Sibling

Oldest Sibling

!

Aggression

ns

.34 !
ns
ns

Younger Sibling

Oldest Sibling

p<.10

Figure 8. Partial regression coefficient indicating that younger sibling caregiving is associated
with oldest sibling aggression at the trend level.
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Fairness

Younger Sibling

Aggression

ns

ns

Younger Sibling

ns
Oldest Sibling

-.44*

Oldest Sibling

*p<.05

Figure 9. Partial regression coefficient indicating that oldest sibling fairness has a negative
association with oldest sibling aggression.
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Attitudes Toward Aggression

Younger Sibling

Prosocial Behavior

-.39*
ns

Younger Sibling

ns
Oldest Sibling

ns

Oldest Sibling

*p<.05

Figure 10. Partial regression coefficient indicating that younger sibling positive attitudes toward
aggression has a negative association with younger sibling prosocial behavior.
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Family Cohesion

Younger Sibling

Prosocial Behavior

ns

ns

Younger Sibling

ns
Oldest Sibling

.37*

Oldest Sibling

*p<.05

Figure 11. Partial regression coefficient indicating that oldest sibling perceived family cohesion
is associated with oldest sibling prosocial behavior.
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Caregiving

Younger Sibling

Prosocial Behavior

.55**

ns

Younger Sibling

ns
Oldest Sibling

ns

Oldest Sibling

**p<.01

Figure 12. Partial regression coefficient indicating that younger sibling caregiving is associated
with younger sibling prosocial behavior.
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Gender

Younger Sibling

Prosocial Behavior

ns

ns

Younger Sibling

ns
Oldest Sibling

!

.29!

Oldest Sibling

p < .10

Figure 13. Partial regression coefficient indicating that oldest sibling gender is associated with
oldest sibling prosocial behavior at the trend level, with oldest boys reporting more prosocial
behavior than oldest girls.
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CONCLUSIONS
This manuscript examined aggression and prosocial behavior among Latino youth in the
context of family conflict. Two complementary studies were conducted using a developmental
psychopathology framework in order to examine developmental processes in both community
and higher-risk populations. Study 1 explored these links in a longitudinal community sample of
middle school students, using a measure of general family conflict. Study 2 examined this topic
in a higher-risk sample of youth exposed to domestic violence, using sibling dyads in order to
control for level of family violence. Although the studies are complementary, direct comparisons
are not possible due to differences in measures used, participant ages, etc. For example,
participants in study 1 were typically several years older than participants in study 2. All
differences in findings could be attributed to differences in age or in measures used. However, in
light of the dearth of research on family conflict and aggression among Latino youth, and given
the similarities between the constructs examined and the geographic region of residence for
participants in the two studies, the following discussion of differences in findings between the
two studies is undertaken to inform directions for future research.
Comparison of Study 1 and Study 2
In the remaining sections, findings are discussed within the context of each research
question and its underlying theoretical perspective (i.e. social cognition theory and feminist
theory). Furthermore, in line with feminist and developmental psychopathology perspectives,
similarities and differences between findings from Study 1 (community sample) and Study 2
(witness sample) are discussed. The developmental psychopathology perspective holds that
understanding risk and protective processes requires the examination of development in both a
community context and a context of exposure to increased risk (Cicchetti, 1993). In line with this

83
perspective, the present research included a sample of community youth and a sample of youth
exposed to violence. The current study thus explored developmental implications for youth
exposed to family conflict versus domestic violence.
The current research builds on the feminist notion that family conflict and domestic
violence are distinct phenomena because unlike general conflict, domestic violence involves
relational inequity and abuse of power (Johnson and Ferraro, 2000). This research extends this
feminist concept to explore implications for developmental psychopathology by asking: Are
family conflict and domestic violence distinct phenomena, and what are the implications of this
distinction for resilience processes? This question is addressed throughout the next two sections
by comparing the two studies with regard to factors of interest.
Attitudes Toward Aggression
Social cognition theory posits that children observe violence being reinforced in their
family and develop cognitive schemas in which they view violence as an effective way to solve
problems (Graham-Bermann, 2001). These studies asked: Are negative attitudes toward
aggression associated with less aggression and more prosocial behavior in the context of family
conflict and domestic violence?
Study 1 found support for the hypothesis that family conflict is associated with
aggression and that attitudes toward aggression mediate that link. However, this mediation did
not hold true in prospective analyses. No link was found between family conflict and prosocial
behavior. Study 2 did not find an association between attitudes toward aggression and aggressive
behavior. It did find, however, that negative attitudes toward aggression were associated with
higher prosocial responses for younger, but not older, siblings. Future research should explore
the possibility that attitudes toward aggression may play a more important role in the
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development of aggression for youth in the context of normative family conflict, whereas
attitudes may not be related to aggressive behavior for youth exposed to domestic violence. The
reverse may be true for the development of prosocial responses to anger or conflict. It appears
that in the context of domestic violence, critical attitudes toward aggression may help younger
siblings in particular find more prosocial ways of responding to anger.
The importance of attitudes toward aggression for aggression in the community sample is
consistent with social cognition theory’s suggestion that youth develop schemas based on
modeling in their family, and these schemas influence behavior (Crick & Dodge, 1994).
However, the fact that attitudes toward aggression were not associated with aggressive behavior
for youth exposed to domestic violence suggests that social cognition theory may be less useful
for explaining youths’ behavior in that context. This difference lends support to the notion that
domestic violence is not merely a higher intensity form of family conflict but rather a family
process with specific characteristics (i.e. abuse of power).
Family Constellation Variables
Feminist theory posits that children learn that power differences and violence between
parents are acceptable (i.e. father has more power than mother), and these beliefs about the
acceptability of power differences and violence towards women are reinforced by societal
messages (Graham-Bermann, 2001). These studies asked: Do girls, younger siblings, and
participants with higher levels of family cohesion, caregiving, and fairness report less
aggression and more prosocial behaviors in the context of family conflict and domestic violence?
Family Cohesion. These studies examined whether family cohesion was associated with
less aggression and more prosocial behavior. Study 1 found that family cohesion moderates the
links between family conflict and aggressive and prosocial outcomes. In this community sample,
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family conflict predicted increases in aggressive and prosocial behavior only when family
cohesion was low. In general, youth in the community sample who reported low cohesion and
low conflict also reported lower aggressive and prosocial behaviors. In study 2, family cohesion
was not associated with aggression, but it did have a positive association with prosocial behavior
for oldest siblings. Across both the community and witness samples, family cohesion appears to
play a protective role, although the nature of its associations with youths’ aggressive and
prosocial behavior differs in potentially important ways. It is possible that within a normative
range, level of interpersonal engagement in general is a salient predictor of behavior. In other
words, low cohesion combined with low family conflict may reflect low interpersonal
engagement in general, which in turn yields low levels of aggressive and prosocial behaviors.
However, in the context of domestic violence, oldest siblings who engaged with family members
and experienced high family cohesion reported more prosocial behavior than those with low
family cohesion.
Caregiving. The present studies asked if filial caregiving was associated with more
aggression and less prosocial behavior. In study 1, caregiving was not associated with
aggression. In study 2, however, the interaction between younger sibling caregiving and birth
order was significant. Younger sibling caregiving was not associated with aggression for the
younger siblings themselves but was associated with higher levels of aggression for their oldest
siblings. It is possible that taking on family responsibilities protects younger siblings from
aggressing against their peers; however, the same behavior might negatively affect older siblings.
Alternatively, this pattern may reflect younger siblings’ taking on more responsibilities when
their older siblings act out. Such a pattern may again speak to the specific family dynamics in a
domestic violence context, where sibling roles may become exaggerated as a result of power
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differences between the parents. In both studies, caregiving was associated with prosocial
behavior. In study 2, caregiving was once again associated with prosocial behavior, specifically
for younger siblings. Taken together, these findings suggest that caregiving is associated with
prosocial behavior regardless of family conflict or domestic violence.
Fairness. The current research asked whether perceived fairness in filial responsibilities
was associated with less aggression and more prosocial behavior. Fairness did not have any main
effects or interaction effects on behavioral outcomes in study 1. However, fairness had a negative
association with aggression for oldest siblings in study 2. Perhaps since oldest siblings reported
more caregiving on average than younger siblings, perceived fairness was particularly salient for
them. Once again, the fact that fairness emerged as important in the sample exposed to violence
suggests that it may represent an especially crucial protective factor for these youth. This
difference between the community sample and the sample exposed to domestic violence supports
the feminist theory of violence involving abuse of power and lack of mutuality between the
partners (Dobash & Dobash, 1979). It lends credence to the notion that in the context of domestic
violence, feminist values of equality and fairness are salient not only for the battered partner but
also for the children.
This difference also points to a future direction for research regarding the notion that
family fairness may be more salient in the aftermath of general violence. For example, in past
research, fairness was more salient in a post-war sample of Bosnian youth (Jurkovic et al., 2005)
than in a community sample of Latino youth (Kuperminc et al., in press). It is possible that in the
context of human injustice, whether it involves war, community violence, or domestic violence,
youth may be primed to attend to injustice due to the unfairness of the context in which they live.
It is notable that unlike youth sampled while residing in a domestic violence shelter, many youth
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in study 2 were still living with a father who batters when this study was conducted; thus, their
current home environment may include daily exposure to a violent relationship. It is also
possible that parents with high stress levels may rely more heavily on youth in unfair ways. In
addition, it is possible that a moderate level of responsibility may feel unfair for youth living
with high stress because they have less capacity to handle the responsibilities. These possibilities
point to the need for further research to explore the complex relationships between fairness for
youth responsibilities and injustice in the multiple ecological systems that affect the lives of
youth (Bronfenbrenner, 1980). In the US, these relationships are especially complex for Latino
youth from immigrant families, who often face injustice in terms of interpersonal discrimination
(i.e. racial insults) and systemic discrimination (i.e. lack of access to healthcare for those with
undocumented immigration status).
Birth Order. This research asked whether younger siblings reported less aggression and
more prosocial behavior than oldest siblings. Birth order moderated the association between
family conflict and youth aggression in study 1. Oldest siblings had relatively steady levels of
aggression regardless of family conflict, but younger siblings reported more aggression in the
context of high family conflict. Thus, being a younger sibling exacerbates the effect of family
conflict on aggression. In study 2, however, oldest siblings reported more aggression than
younger siblings. For prosocial outcomes, neither the main effects nor the interactions with
family conflict were associated with prosocial behavior in study 1. In study 2, however, younger
siblings reported more prosocial behavior than oldest siblings. One possible interpretation of
these differences is that in most family environments, oldest children tend to behave more
responsibly, and parents might be more permissive with younger children, allowing them to
express aggression more frequently. Thus, in the context of stressful family conflict, younger
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children may act out more than their older siblings. However, perhaps in the context of severe
violence, oldest siblings engage in more aggression and less prosocial behavior because they
have more power in the family than their younger siblings. This pattern of findings supports the
feminist theory that behavior is shaped by the power held by members of a system (Dobash &
Dobash, 1979).
Gender. The present studies explored whether girls reported less aggression and more
prosocial behavior than boys. Boys reported more aggression than girls in study 1 (year 1), but
gender was not associated with prosocial behavior, and it did not act as a moderator in the link
between family conflict and behavioral outcomes. In study 2, gender was unrelated to
aggression, but counter to hypotheses, boys reported more prosocial behavior than girls (among
oldest siblings). These findings are surprising in that violence might be expected to exaggerate
gender differences in aggression rather than diminishing them. However, it is possible that boys
exposed to severe violence may actively reject aggressive behavior in an effort to distance
themselves from their fathers (Paolillo, 2006). Further research is needed to explore this topic
and understand the meaning behind these gender differences in behavioral outcomes.
Summary and Future Directions
In sum, attitudes toward aggression and family constellation factors were generally
salient both for youth in the community sample and for youth exposed to domestic violence. One
strength of study 1 is that it included longitudinal analyses so that results speak to changes in
outcomes over time. Study 2 offered a unique look at the difficult-to-find sample of Latino youth
exposed to domestic violence. Another strength of study 2 was that it used sibling dyads to
control for level of family violence. Finally, this research was designed to be relevant to
community members because it was rooted in the primary investigator’s four years of fieldwork
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with Latino families affected by domestic violence and was conducted in the context of a strong
university-program relationship.
Limitations of these studies include the fact that they examined aggressive and prosocial
behaviors only with peers and not with siblings. Future research should examine sibling
aggression with attention to birth order and gender to directly study whether sibling dynamics
replicate the dynamics of domestic violence. Comparisons among youth with different countries
of origin were also not possible because there were only small numbers of youth with family
origins in the Carribbean or in Central or South America. Future studies should include youth
with families displaying diversity with respect to ecological factors such as country of origin,
immigration generation, socio-economic status, and national origin make-up of host community
in the US.
Another limitation of this research is that the direct comparisons between samples of the
two studies are not possible because they used somewhat different measures, and the samples
had differing age ranges. In addition, these studies relied on a single informant (self-report); thus,
reporting bias issues may play a role in these results. Study 2 also did not include a measure of
violence severity. Finally, this research examined distinctions between domestic violence and
family conflict rather than marital conflict. Just as there is a distinction between domestic
violence (intimate partner violence) and child abuse, marital conflict refers to intimate partner
conflict, whereas family conflict refers to conflict including the child. The family conflict
measure in study 1 assesses general family conflict but does not specify the extent of the child’s
involvement in the conflict. The distinction between marital conflict and family conflict has not
been a focus of developmental literature, but this difference is important when making
comparisons to domestic violence or child abuse.
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Future research should address these limitations by directly examining the distinctions
between marital conflict, family conflict, domestic violence, and child abuse. Although child
abuse in particular is difficult to research due to legal and ethical considerations, these
distinctions are important in terms of understanding when and how to intervene with youth.
Future research should use multiple informants and specifically examine intra-family aggression
from each family member to the others as well as the context of the aggression (i.e. self-defense
versus perpetration). Future research should measure marital conflict, family conflict, domestic
violence, child abuse, mutuality (i.e. treating others with respect and equality), and aggressive
behaviors of each family member toward the others. Examining differences in reports of
aggression would be informative in terms of reporting biases. Understanding patterns of
aggression in families would produce a clearer picture of the distinctions between types of
conflicts in families, which would inform interventions for youth as well as informing the current
debate regarding the distinction between family conflict and domestic violence.
Further research should also be conducted to replicate these findings and understand their
implications for preventive interventions. For example, it is possible that targeting attitudes
toward aggression may be more important for preventing aggression in a general community
setting such as a school, whereas fairness and cohesion may be important intervention targets
specifically for Latino families affected by domestic violence.
Although attitudes and family factors were salient in both studies, important differences
were found in how these factors are associated with aggressive and prosocial outcomes for the
two populations. Social cognition theory was partially supported in both studies in that attitudes
toward aggression and caregiving responsibilities were important for both studies. However,
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only for youth exposed to domestic violence (study 2) was feminist theory’s emphasis on power
equity and mutuality supported in that fairness was negatively associated with aggression.
The finding that domestic violence and family conflict seem to be experienced differently
from the point of view of youth underscores the notion that family conflict and domestic
violence may be distinct processes (Johnson, 1995). Birth order and family cohesion also had
different effects in the two studies. In terms of birth order, in the context of high family conflict
in the community sample, younger siblings reported more aggression. For youth exposed to
domestic violence, however, oldest siblings reported more aggression. Cohesion mattered for
prosocial behavior in the context of domestic violence (study 1), but not in study 2 when family
conflict was high.
All these differences between the two studies support the notion that domestic violence
and family conflict are distinct phenomena (Johnson, 1995). Differences between the two studies
in the effects of fairness and birth order in particular support notion that domestic violence
represents a distinct process from family conflict. These differences also support the utility of
examining both normative and violent contexts in terms of its effects on youth outcomes,
following developmental psychopathology theory (Cicchetti, 1993). The fact that being the
oldest sibling was associated with aggression only in the context of domestic violence is
evidence that social role power differences may be important not only for parents but also for
children. On the other hand, not all social roles dictated behavior. In terms of gender, boys
reported more aggression in the community sample (year 1), but the only gender difference
among youth exposed to domestic violence was higher prosocial behavior among oldest boys.
The fact that developmental psychopathology, feminist, and social cognition theories
were all supported in the present research suggests that all three theories may be important for
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understanding the intergenerational transmission of violence. Indeed, research on youth exposed
to domestic violence has called for the use of multiple theories such as feminist theory in
conjunction with social learning theory (Wolfe, Wekerle, Reitzel, & Gough, 1995). These
authors emphasize that there is no single cause or etiologically common pathway to youth
violence.
Call for an Interdisciplinary Theory
The fact that there are multiple pathways to youth violence underscores the need for
interdisciplinary approaches for theories and interventions with youth exposed to domestic
violence in general, and Latino youth in particular. Feminist theory, which itself derives from the
multidisciplinary field of women’s studies, offers the crucial focus on power and injustice
(Dobash & Dobash, 1979). However, the theory has typically focused on adults and fails to fully
address developmental issues in youth exposed to domestic violence. Social cognition theory and
the developmental psychopathology perspective, both of which arose from the fields of
cognitive-behavioral and developmental psychology, provide valuable frameworks for
understanding the development of behavior (Crick & Dodge, 1994; Cicchetti, 1993). However,
both theories fail to explicitly address power and justice issues. Whereas domestic violence is
typically studied from a feminist perspective, youth violence is often studied from a
developmental perspective, which usually assesses family conflict without directly addressing
relational inequity or domestic violence between the parents. Thus, a combination of feminist,
developmental psychopathology, and social cognition theories appears important for
understanding youth exposed to domestic violence.
Another important theory for the development of aggression among Latino youth is
ecological theory. This theory focuses on the importance of multiple systems in the lives of
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youth (Bronfenbrenner, 1980). Although ecological theory has not been specifically applied to
Latino youth exposed to domestic violence, the past research and the present studies indicate its
importance for this population. For example, in study 1, adolescent immigrants reported lower
levels of aggression than those born or reared in the US. Other research with Latino youth has
found associations between experiencing discrimination and engaging in aggression (Smokowski
& Bacallao, 2006). Research is beginning to link domestic violence exposure to juvenile justice
system involvement. A link between child maltreatment and juvenile offending was found in a
sample of youth in Colombia (Mejia, Kliewer, & Williams, 2006), and fieldwork in the
Southeast US with Mexican- and Central American-origin Latino youth exposed to domestic
violence supports the existence of this link as well. Understanding how family acculturation and
youth immigration age interact with domestic violence and discrimination to affect youth
aggression is an important topic for future research because it has implications for interventions
in domestic violence programs, schools, and the juvenile justice system.
Ecological theory addresses the context of development, but it has not typically been part
of the domestic violence research field. A related theory that does address violence, albeit among
adults, is sociocultural theory. This theory, which arose from the field of anthropology, posits
that social structures (i.e. systems and institutions) and shared beliefs shape behaviors including
violence against women (Nayak, Byrne, Martin, & Abraham, 2003). Although this theory has
some similarities to feminist theory, it focuses on cultural differences in acceptance of intrafamily power differences. This theory does not directly address power differences in systems
outside the family that affect Latino youth (i.e. schools, governments, international trade or
immigration policy). It also does not appear to address the danger of perpetuating oppressive
views of different cultures by powerful researchers labeling cultures to which they do not belong
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as “more violent.” However, sociocultural theories of violence do acknowledge the importance
of culture in terms of individual violent behaviors and societal acceptance of violence. Whereas
feminist theory typically focuses on gender inequity when addressing domestic violence,
sociocultural theory emphasizes the importance of understanding cultural factors as well.
In sum, there are five theories that appear relevant to the study of Latino youth exposed
to domestic violence: developmental psychopathology theory, feminist theory, social cognition
theory, ecological theory, and sociocultural theory. Each of these theories addresses different
aspects of exposure to violence, and no one theory encompasses this topic. The lack of
integration among these theories reflects the complexity of domestic violence exposure.
Unfortunately, systems with whom youth interact mirror this theoretical fragmentation.
Fieldwork indicates that youth exposed to domestic violence risk not only falling through
the cracks but actually getting caught in a crossfire between systems operating from different
theoretical frameworks. Theoretical orientations inform how we understand who is to blame
when youth exposed to violence develop behavior problems. For example, domestic violence
advocates may intervene from a feminist perspective (Dobash & Dobash, 1979), whereas clinical
psychologists may intervene from a cognitive-behavioral perspective (Crick & Dodge, 1994).
Feminist-informed domestic violence advocates may frame the problem in terms of the child’s
father and the patriarchal system of society; clinical psychologists may frame the problem in
terms of a lack of coping skills or cognitive schemas that need intervention (Graham-Berman,
2001). The juvenile justice system may view punitive measures such as incarceration as a
necessary intervention for violent youth (Baker & Jaffee, 2003). Child protective services may
blame both the father and the mother for failing to protect the children from witnessing or
experiencing violence (Shlonsky, Friend, & Lambert, 2007). Research has already documented
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the many ecological factors that affect battered immigrant women’s experience in the legal
system such as cultural differences, language barriers, and documentation status (Orloff et al.,
1995). Fieldwork with Latino youth from immigrant families suggest that these factors have a
profound impact not only on battered women but also on their children in various systems (i.e.
child protection, juvenile justice, and battered women’s shelters).
Fieldwork reveals that the lack of theoretical integration in understanding behavioral
outcomes for Latino youth exposed to violence has the potential to translate into a lack of
coordination of care for the youth. For example, the feminist perspective’s focus on women’s
needs may inadvertently fail to address developmental and educational needs. In one instance, a
mother was reluctant to leave her partner for a shelter because, though the shelter addresses her
physical, legal and emotional needs, her children would have to change schools mid-year. In
another example, the trauma perspective of child protective services failed to take an ecological
approach when they removed Latino children from their family and placed them in Englishspeaking homes, making family reunification more difficult because the parents were
monolingual Spanish speakers. These tensions between theories and interventions speak to the
complex relationships between systems that interact with Latino youth exposed to domestic
violence. They also point out that child-centered and family-centered perspectives lack a voice in
the debate over how best to address problems these youth face. With the rapid growth of the
Latino population in the US, including many immigrant families, the need for interdisciplinary
theoretical integration in interventions with Latino youth exposed to domestic violence seems
increasingly pressing.
The model of the present research included an integration of developmental
psychopathology, feminist, and social cognition theories. The present research also began to
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address some factors specified in ecological theory with covariates such as immigration age and
country of origin. Future research should extend this examination of ecological theory with
factors such as discrimination and ethnic identity development. Future research with Latino
youth should also include sociocultural theory (i.e. culture-specific factors such as familism and
religion). Indeed, it appears that understanding the experience of Latino youth exposed to
domestic violence may require a new, more comprehensive theory. Future research on youth
aggression and violence would do well to extend the theoretical integration of the present study
to develop a new theory (i.e. developmental-ecological-feminist theory).
One methodological consideration for the creation of a new theory is participatory action
research, which also appears to be a powerful way to build resilience among Latino youth based
on fieldwork in a positive youth development program within a domestic violence intervention
for Latino families (Perilla, Roche, & Collier, 2006). Future research should explore ways that
youth can continue to participate in the research and theory development process. This
participation can represent a positive youth development intervention in which youth maintain
power over expressing the needs of their community. Research shaped by youth themselves is
also likely to reflect the most relevant issues for promoting resilience among Latino youth
exposed to domestic violence.
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APPENDIX A: Study 1 Measures
Family Conflict & Family Cohesion
FSS
Never

Sometimes

Often

Always

1.

I’m available when someone in my family wants
to talk with me.
Estoy disponible cuando alguien en mi familia
quiere hablar conmigo.

1

2

3

4

2.

In my family everyone has their own problems,
so I don’t bother them with mine.
En mi familia todos tienen sus propios problemas
así que yo no los molesto con los míos

1

2

3

4

3.

My parents orlegal guardians let me go where I
want to without asking them first.
Mis padres ó mi guardian legal me dejan ir a
donde yo quiera sin tener que pedirles permiso..

1

2

3

4

4.

In my family we often insult and yell at each
other.
En mi familia con frecuencia nos insultamos y nos
gritamos los unos a los otros.

1

2

3

4

5.

I listen to what other family members have to
say, even when I disagree.
Yo escucho lo que mis familiares tienen que decir
aunque no esté de acuerdo.

1

2

3

4

Nunca
1

A Veces
2

Casi Siempre
3

Siempre
4

FSS
6.

In my family we avoid each other when we are
upset and rarely have an argument even if we
are mad at each other.
En mi familia nos alejamos unos(as) de
otros(as) cuando estamos enojados, y
raramente tenemos discusiones aunque
estemos enojados.

7.

Before I go out, I tell my parent(s) or
guardian(s) when I will be back.
Antes de salir yo le digo a mis padres ó a mi
guardian a qué hora voy a regresar.

1

2

3

4

8.

People in my family have serious arguments.
La gente en mi familia discuten seriamente.

1

2

3

4

9.

My family members ask each other for help.
Mis familiares se piden ayuda unos a otros.

1

2

3

4
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10.

Members of my family are too sick to do
things.
Los miembros de mi familia no puede hacer
cosas porque estan muy enfermas.

1

2

3

4

Never

Sometimes

Often

Always

11.

I let my parents or guardians know if I am
going someplace after school.
Yo me reporto con mis padres ó mi guardian
legal si voy a ir a algún lugar después de la
escuela.

1

2

3

4

12.

We argue about the same things in my family
over and over.
En mi familia siempre discutimos sobre las
mismas cosas.

1

2

3

4

13.

Family members like to spend free time with
each other.
A mis familiares les gusta estar juntos en sus
tiempos libres.

1

2

3

4

14.

My family has a lot of problems.
Mi familia tiene muchos problemas.

1

2

3

4

15.

My family members feel very close to each
other.
Mis familiares se sienten muy unidos unos a
otros

1

2

3

4

FSS
Nunca

A Veces

Casi Siempre

Siempre

16.

In my family people hit each other when
they are angry.
En mi familia se golpean unos a otros cuando
están enojados.

1

2

3

4

17.

We can easily think of things to do together
as a family.
Facilmente podemos pensar en cosas que
podemos hacer juntos como familia.

1

2

3

4

18.

My family has very little to eat.
Mi familia tiene muy poco que comer.

1

2

3

4

19.

If my parent or another adult is not at
home, I leave a note for them about where I
am going.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

Never

Sometimes

Often

Always

Si mis padres ó algun adulto no están en la
casa, dejo una nota diciéndoles a donde voy a
ir.
20.

My family lives with another family.
Mi familia vive con otra familia.
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21.

I talk with my parent(s) or guardian(s) about
my plans for the next day. (what’s happening
with school or friends).
Platico con mis padres ó mi guardián acerca
de mis planes para el día siguiente (como
qué está pasando con mi escuela ó amigos).

1

2

3

4

22.

My family is never at home and I am left by
myself.
Mi familia nunca está en la casa y me quedo
solo(a).

1

2

3

4

23.

I often do things on the weekend without
saying anything to my parents or guardians.
Seguido hago cosas los fines de semana sin
decirle nada a mis padres ó a mi guardián
legal.

1

2

3

4

24.

I wish I had a different family.
Me gustaria tener una familia diferente.

1

2

3

4

25.

My parent(s) or guardian(s) know if I was
hanging out with kids in trouble.
Mi padres ó mi guardian legal saben si me
estoy relacionando con jovenes que andan en
problemas.

1

2

3

4

26.

My parent(s) or guardian(s) know my
friends.
Mis padres ó mi guardian legal conocen a mis
amigos.

1

2

3

4

Not At
All True
1

Slightly
True
2

Somewhat
True
3

Very True

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

Filial Responsibility
FRQ

1.

2.

3.

4.

I do a lot of the shopping for groceries or
clothes for my family.
Hago muchas de las compras de comida ó ropa
para mi familia
At times I feel that I am the only one my
mother or father can ask for help.
Algunas veces siento que soy el/la único(a) a
quién mi madre o padre pueden pedir ayuda.
In my family I am often asked to do more than
my share.
En mi familia, me piden frecuentemente que
haga más de lo que me corresponde.
I often help my brother(s) or sister(s) with
their homework.
Frecuentemente ayudo a mis hermanos ó
hermanas con su tarea.

4
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5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

People in my family often ask me for help.
Frecuentemente las personas en mi familia me
piden ayuda.

Even though my parents care about me, I cannot
really depend on them to meet my needs.
Aunque mis padres me quieren, no puedo
apoyarme totalmente en ellos para mis
necesidades.
My parents tell me that I act older than my age.
Mis padres me dicen que actúo como si fuera
mayor de lo que soy.
It often seems that my feelings don’t count in
my family.
Muchas veces parece que mis sentimientos no
cuentan en mi familia.
I work to make money to help my family.
Trabajo para ganar dinero para ayudar a mi
familia.
I often try to keep the peace in my family.
Frecuentemente trato de mantener la paz en mi
familia..

1

2

3

4

Nada
Cierto

Ligeramente
Cierto

Algo
Cierto

Muy Cierto

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

FRQ

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

I feel like people in my family
disappoint me.
Yo siento que algunos miembros de mi
familia me desilucionan.
It’s hard sometimes to keep up in
school because of my duties at home.
Se me hace difícil hacer mi trabajo en
la escuela debido a las
responsabilidades que tengo en casa.
No one in my family notices how much I
give up for them.
Nadie en mi familia reconoce cuanto
sacrifico por ellos.
It seems like people in my family are
always telling me their problems.
Parece que mis familiares siempre me
cuentan sus problemas.
I often do the laundry in my family.
Frecuentemente lavo la ropa de mi
familia..

Not At
All True
1

Slightly
True
2

Somewhat
True
3

Very True

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

4
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

If someone in my family is upset, I try
to help in some way.
Si alguien en mi familia esta
disgustado(a), trato de ayudarle de
alguna manera.
My parents are very helpful when I
have a problem.
Mis padres me ayudan mucho cuando
tengo un problema..
In my house I often do the cooking.
Frecuentemente soy yo la/él que cocina
en mi casa..
When my parents fight, they try to get
me to help them.
Cuando mis padres se pelean, tratan de
que yo les ayude a reconciliarse.
I feel like I have to take care of my
family.
Siento como si tuviera que cuidar a mi
familia.

Nada
Cierto

Ligeramente
Cierto

Algo Cierto

Muy
Cierto

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

Not At
All True
1

Slightly
True
2

Somewhat
True
3

Very True

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

Nada
Cierto

Ligeramente
Cierto

Algo Cierto

Muy
Cierto

FRQ

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

My parents often ask me to care for my
brother(s) or sister(s).
Mis padres frecuentemente me piden
que cuide a mis hermanos(as).
I do a lot of the work in the house or
yard.
Hago mucho del trabajo de la casa ó del
jardin (yarda).
Sometimes it seems to me like I am
more responsible than my parents are.
A veces parece como que si yo fuera
mas responsable que mis padres.
My parents often criticize my attempts
to help out at home.
Mis padres frecuentemente desprecian
mis intentos de ayudar en el hogar.
For some reason it is hard for me to
trust my parents.
Por alguna razón se me hace difícil
poder confiar en mis padres

4
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26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

My parents often ask me to help my
brother(s) or sister(s) with their
problems.
Mis padres muchas veces me piden que
ayude a mis hermanos(as) con sus
problemas.
I often do a lot of the chores at home.
Frecuentemente hago muchas de las
tareas de la casa.
I often feel caught in the middle of my
parents’ conflicts.
Muchas veces me encuentro
atrapado(a) en el medio de los
conflictos de mis padres
My parents often expect me to take
care of myself.
Mis padres muchas veces esperan que
yo me las arregle por mi mismo/a.
My parents often talk bad to me about
each other.
Mis padres muchas veces me hablan
ma,l el uno del otro.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

Not At
All True
1

Slightly
True
2

Somewhat
True
3

Very True

1

2

3

4

FRQ

31.

32.

33.

34.

In my family, I often give more than I
receive.
En mi familia, frecuentemente doy más
de lo que recibo.
I often help my parents speak to people
who don’t know Spanish.
Con frecuencia les ayudo a mis padres a
hablar con gente que no habla español.
I often go and help my parents when
they have business with people at school
or other
places.
Con frecuencia voy y ayudo a mis padres
cuando tienen que tratar con personas en
la escuela ó en otros lugares.
My parents give me the things I need
like clothes, food, and school supplies.
Mis padres me dan lo que necesito como
ropa, comida, y útiles escolares.

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4
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Attitudes Toward Aggression
AA

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

It's O.K. to hit someone if he or she hits you
first.
Está bien pegarle a alguien si él ó ella le pega a
uno primero.
If you fight a lot, everyone will respect [look up
to] you.
Si uno pelea, la gente lo respeta.
If you back down from a fight, everyone will
think you're a coward.
Si uno no pelea, la gente creerá que uno es un
cobarde.
It's O.K. to hit someone if you don't like that
person [him or her].
Está bien pegarle a alguien si a uno no le gusta
esa persona.
It’s important to show everyone how tough you
are by being a good fighter.
Es importante saber pelear bien para
demostrarle a los demás qué tan valiente eres.

Not At All
True
1

Slightly True

Very True

2

Somewhat
True
3

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

Nada
Cierto
1

Ligeramente
Cierto
2

Algo
Cierto
3

Muy Cierto

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

4

AA

6.

7.

8.

9.

If you’re afraid to fight you won’t have any
friends.
Si te da miedo pelear no tendrás muchos
amigos.
To be popular, you have to like violence.
Para ser popular, hay que gustarle a uno la
violencia.
It's O.K. to hit someone if you just "go crazy"
with anger.
Está bien pegarle a alguien si uno se "enloquece"
de la ira ó del coraje.
Anyone who’s not a good fighter is really just a
sissy.
El que no pelea bien es una persona debíl.

4
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Aggressive & Prosocial Behavior
AB
In the last 30 days …
En los ultimos 30 días…

1.
2.
3.

4.
5.

6.
7.
8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

I hit back when someone hit me first.
Le pegué a alguien cuando me pegó primero.
I gave someone a compliment.
Le dí un complemento a alguien.
I pushed, shoved, slapped, or kicked other
students.
Empujé, cachetié, ó patié a otros
estudiantes.
I wore gang colors on purpose.
Usé los colores de la ganga a propósito.
I walked away from a fight.
Me alejé de una pelea.

I teased other students.
Torié (provoqué) a otros estudiantes.
I spray painted gang symbols.
Pinté con spray símbolos de ganga.
I avoided getting in trouble at home, school,
or in the community.
Evité meterme en problemas en mi casa, en
la escuela, ó en la comunidad.
I threatened to hit or hurt another student.
Amenacé lastimar ó pegarle a otro
estudiante.
I got mad frequently.
Me enojé seguido (con mucha frecuencia).

I showed gang hand signs on purpose.
Hice señales de ganga con las manos a
propósito.
I was mean to someone when I was angry.
Me comporté mal con alguien cuando estaba
enojada(o).
I helped other students solve a problem.
Ayudé a otros estudiantes a resolver un
problema.
I sold drugs for a gang.
Vendí drogas para una ganga.

Never

1 or 2
Times

3 or 4 Times

5 Times or
More

0

1-2

3-4

5+

0

1-2

3-4

5+

0

1-2

3-4

5+

0

1-2

3-4

5+

0

1-2

3-4

5+

Nunca

1 o 2 Veces

3 o 4 Veces

0

1-2

3-4

5 o Más
Veces
5+

0

1-2

3-4

5+

0

1-2

3-4

5+

0

1-2

3-4

5+

0

1-2

3-4

5+

Never

1 or 2
Times

3 or 4 Times

5 Times or
More

0

1-2

3-4

5+

0

1-2

3-4

5+

0

1-2

3-4

5+

0

1-2

3-4

5+
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AB

15.

16.
17.

18.
19.

20.

21.
22.

23.

24.
25.

26.

27.

Nunca

1 o 2 Veces

3 o 4 Veces

0

1-2

3-4

5 o Más
Veces
5+

0

1-2

3-4

5+

0

1-2

3-4

5+

0

1-2

3-4

5+

0

1-2

3-4

5+

Never

1 or 2
Times

3 or 4 Times

5 Times or
More

I took out my anger on an innocent person.
Me desquité (saqué la rabia) con una persona
inocente.
I called other students bad names.
Insulté a otros estudiantes.
I hung out with a gang.
Anduve con una ganga (pandilla, banda).

0

1-2

3-4

5+

0

1-2

3-4

5+

0

1-2

3-4

5+

I got into a physical fight because I was
mad.
Tuve una pelea física porque estaba
enojada(o).
I was mad almost all day.
Estuve enojada(o) casi todo el día.
I said things about some students to make
other students laugh (made fun of them).
Dije cosas de un estudiante para que otros
estudiantes se rieran.
I told other students how I felt when they
did something that made me mad.
Les dije a otros estudiantes cómo me sentí
cuando ellos hicieron algo que me enojó.
I helped someone stay out of a fight.
Ayudé a que alguien no se peleara.

0

1-2

3-4

5+

0

1-2

3-4

5+

0

1-2

3-4

5+

0

1-2

3-4

5+

0

1-2

3-4

5+

I told other students how I felt when they
did something I liked.
Les dije a otros estudiantes cómo me sentí
cuando ellos hicieron algo que me agradó.
I cooperated with others.
Cooperé con otras personas.
I took part in a fight as part of a gang.
Participé en una pelea como parte de una
ganga
I protected someone from a “bully.”
Protegí a alguien de un peleador.
I encouraged other students to fight.
Animé a otros estudiantes a que se pelearan.
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APPENDIX B: Study 2 Measures
Family Cohesion
The following questions are about you and your family. Please tell me how often the following things happen in your family.
Las siguientes preguntas son acerca de ti y tu familia. Por favor dime cuáles de estas cosas suceden en tu familia.

F1.

Does your family get along well with each other?
¿En tu familia todos y todas se llevan bien?

F2.

Does your family do things together (e.g. movies,
go to the park, shopping)?
¿En tu familia hacen cosas juntos (p.r. ir al cine,
al parque, de compras)?

F3.

Does your family have time for you?
¿Tu familia tiene tiempo para tí?

Never
Nunca

Sometimes
A Veces

Many Times
Muchas Veces

NR

1

2

3

9

1

2

3

9

1

2

3

9

Never
Nunca

Sometimes
A Veces

Many Times
Muchas Veces

NR

F4.

Do you ever wish you had a different family?
¿Te gustaría tener una familia distinta?

1

2

3

9

F5.

In your family do you feel close to each other?
¿En tu familia se sienten unidos unos a otros?

1

2

3

9

F6.

Does your family talk about problems and solutions together? 1
¿Las personas en tu familia hablan de problemas y
soluciones juntos?

2

3

9

F7.

Do you like everything about your family?
¿Te gusta todo en tu familia?

1

2

3

9

F8.

Can someone in your family help you with
your homework?
¿Alguien en tu familia puede ayudarte con las
tareas escolares?

1

2

3

9

1

2

3

9

1

2

3

9

F10.

F11.

In your family everyone has their own problems,
so you don’t bother them with yours?
¿En tu familia todos tienen sus propios problemas,
así que no los molestas con los tuyos?
In your family do people help each other?
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¿En tu familia las personas se ayudan unas a otras?
F12.

In your family do you help make decisions about
your things?.
¿En tu familia ayudas a hacer las decisiones sobre
tus cosas?.

1

2

3

9

F13.

Do your parents know who your friends are?
¿Tu familia conoce a tus amigas y amigos?

1

2

3

9

F18.

Do your parents know if you do your homework?
¿Tus padres saben si haces tus tareas?

1

2

3

9

F19.

Do your parents check your report cards?.
¿Tus padres ven tus calificaciones?

1

2

3

9

Never
Nunca
1

Sometimes
A Veces
2

Many Times
Muchas Veces
3

NR
9

Never
Nunca

Sometimes
A Veces

Many Times
Muchas Veces

NR

1

2

3

9

1

2

3

9

1

2

3

9

Filial Responsibility
FRS (Jurkovic 2000)
Please tell me if these things happen to you.

Por favor dime si te suceden estas cosas a tí.

R1.

R2.

R4.

R5.

In your family are you asked to do more than your share?
¿En tu familia, te piden que hagas más de lo que
te corresponde?

Your family cares how you feel?
¿A tu familia le importa como te sientes?
Do people in your family tell you their problems?
¿Tus familiares te cuentan sus problemas?
If someone in you family is upset, do you try to help in
some way?
¿Si alguien en tu familia está molesto tratas de ayudarle
de alguna manera?

R6.

Are your parents helpful when you have a problem?
¿Tus padres te ayudan cuando tienes problemas?

1

2

3

9

R7.

Do you feel like you have to take care of your family?
¿Sientes como si tuvieras que cuidar a tu familia?

1

2

3

9

R8.

Do your parents ask you to take care of your brothers
and sisters?
¿Tus padres te piden que cuides a tus hermanas y hermanos?

1

2

3

9
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R9.

Do you work in the house or yard?
¿Trabajas en la casa ó el jardín (yarda)?

R10.

Does it seems that you are more responsible than your
parents are?
¿Te parece que eres más responsable que tus padres?

R11.

Do your parents criticize the way you help at home?
¿Tus padres te critican la forma en que ayudas en la casa.

R12. Do your parents ask you to help your brothers or sisters with
their problems?
¿Tus padres te piden que ayudes a tus hermanas y hermanos
con sus problemas?

1

2

3

9

1

2

3

9

1

2

3

9

1

2

3

9

R13.

Do you do a lot of the chores at home?
¿Haces muchos de los quehaceres en tu casa?

1

2

3

9

R14.

Do you feel caught in the middle when your parents fight?
¿Te sientes atrapada/o en medio de las peleas de tus padres?

1

2

3

9

R15.

Do your parents expect you to take care of yourself?
¿Tus padres esperan que te cuides tu mismo/a?.

1

2

3

9

R16.

Do your parents talk bad to you about each other?
¿Tus padres te hablan mal el uno del otro?

1

2

3

9

Never
Nunca

Sometimes
A Veces

Many Times
Muchas Veces

NR

1

2

3

9

1

2

3

9

1

2

3

9

R17.

In your family, do you give more than you receive?
¿En tu familia, das más de lo que recibes?

R18. Do you help your parents speak to people who don’t know
Spanish?
¿Les ayudas a tus padres a hablar con gente que no habla
español?
R19. Do you go and help your parents when they have things to
do at school or other places?
¿Vas y ayudas a tus padres cuando tienen cosas que hacer
en la escuelo ó en otros lugares?

Attitudes Toward Aggression
V39.

Do you think it is all right for a man to hit a woman?
¿Crees que está bien que un hombre le pegue a una mujer?

V40.

Why or why not?

YES

NO

NR
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¿Por qué?

V41.

When is it OK to hit a woman?
¿Cuándo está bien pegarle a una mujer?
Yes
Si

No
No

Not Sure
Inseguro(a)

NR
NR

a.

If she stays out late?
¿Si llega tarde a la casa?

0

1

2

9

b.

If the house is messy?
¿Si la casa está desarreglada?

0

1

2

9

c.

If she doesn’t do as told?
Si no hace lo que se le manda?

0

1

2

9

d.

If she has been drinking?
¿Si toma trago, cerveza?

0

1

2

9

e.

If she is hitting you?
¿Si ella está pegándole?

0

1

2

9

f.

Other?
¿Otra razón?

0

1

2

9

g.

Never
Nunca

0

1

2

9

YES

NO

Yes
Si

No
No

Not Sure
Inseguro(a)

NR
NR

V42.

Do you think it is all right for a woman to hit a man?
¿Crees que está bien que una mujer le pegue a un hombre?

V43.

Why or why not?
Por qué?

V44.

When is hitting a man acceptable?
¿Cuándo es aceptable pegarle a un hombre?

0

1

NR

a.
9

If he stays out late?

2

b.

If the house is messy?
¿Si la casa está desarreglada?

0

1

2

9

c.

If he doesn’t do what he is told?
¿Si no hace lo que se le manda?

0

1

2

9

¿Si él llega tarde a la casa?
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d.

If he drinks?
¿Si toma trago, cerveza?

0

1

2

9

e.

If he is hitting you?
¿Si él te está pegando?

0

1

2

9

f.

Other
Otra razón

0

1

2

9

g.

Never
Nunca

0

1

2

9

V45.

Do you think it is all right for a parent to hit a child?
¿Crees que está bien que un papá ó una mamá le pegue a una niña ó niño?

V46.

Why or why not?
¿Por qué?

V47.

When is hitting a child acceptable?
¿Cuándo es aceptable pegarle a una niña ó niño?

YES

NO

NR

Yes
Si
0

No
No
1

Not Sure
Inseguro(a)
2

NR
NR
9

a.

If he or she stays out late?
¿Si llega tarde a la casa?

b.

If his/her room is messy?
¿Si su cuarto está desarreglado?

0

1

2

9

c.

If she or he doesn’t do as told?
¿Si no hace lo que se le manda?

0

1

2

9

d.

If the child gets in trouble at school?
¿Si la niña ó niño tiene problemas en la escuela?

0

1

2

9

Yes
Si

No
No

Not Sure
Inseguro(a)

NR
NR

0

1

2

9

d.

If he/she answers back or is disrespectful to parents
or other adults?
¿Si les contesta mal ó es irrespetuosa/o con los padres
u otros adultos?

f.

Other
Otra razón

0

1

2

9

g.

Never
Nunca

0

1

2

9
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Aggressive & Prosocial Responses to Anger
V5.

When you are really mad at something or someone, do you ever:
Cuando estás con enojada/o con algo ó alguien, alguna vez has:
Never
Nunca
0

Sometimes
A Veces
1

Often
Casi Siempre
2

NR
9

b. Fight, hit, punch?
¿Peleado, golpeado?

0

1

2

9

c. Talk to someone?
¿Hablado con alguien?

0

1

2

9

d. Walk away?
¿Irte a otra parte (a otro sitio)?

0

1

2

9

Never
Nunca

Sometimes
A Veces

Often
Casi Siempre

NR

e. Go to your room?
¿Irte a tu cuarto?

0

1

2

9

f. Other?
¿Hecho otra cosa?

0

1

2

9

Never
Nunca
0

Sometimes
A Veces
1

Often
Casi Siempre
2

NR
9

0

1

2

9

c. Tell someone?
¿Le dices a alguien?

0

1

2

9

d. Threaten them?
¿Los/las amenazas?

0

1

2

9

e. Hit them?
¿Les pegas (golpeas)?

0

1

2

9

a. Yell, scream, swear?
¿Gritado, dicho malas palabras?

V6.

If someone your own age teases you, what do you usually do?
Si alguien de tu edad se burla de tí ¿qué haces tu?

V7.

Do you also:
También:

a.

Ignore them?
¿Los/las ignoras?

b.

Ask them to stop?
¿Les pides que no lo sigan haciendo?
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f. Other?
¿Haces otra cosa?

0

1

V8.

If someone your own age takes something without asking, what do you usually do?
Si alguien de tu edad agarra (se lleva) algo sin pedir permiso ¿qué haces tu?

V9.

Do you also:
También:

2

9

Never
Nunca
0

Sometimes
A Veces
1

Often
Casi Siempre
2

NR
9

0

1

2

9

0

1

2

9

Never
Nunca

Sometimes
A Veces

Often
Casi Siempre

NR

d. Threaten them?
¿Los/las amenazas?

0

1

2

9

e. Hit them?
¿Les pegas (golpeas)?

0

1

2

9

f. Other?
¿Haces otra cosa?

0

1

2

9

Never
Nunca
0

Sometimes
A Veces
1

Often
Casi Siempre
2

NR
9

0

1

2

9

c. Tell someone?
¿Le dices a alguien?

0

1

2

9

d. Threaten them?
¿Los/las amenazas?

0

1

2

9

a.

Ignore them?
¿Los/las ignoras?

b.

Ask them to stop?
¿Les pides que no lo sigan haciendo?

c. Tell someone?
¿Le dices a alguien?

V10.

If someone your own age hits you, what do you usually do?
Si alguien de tu edad te pega, ¿qué haces tu?

V11.

Do you also:
También:

a.

Ignore them?
¿Los/las ignoras?

b.

Ask them to stop?
¿Les pides que no lo sigan haciendo?
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e. Hit them?
¿Les pegas (golpeas)?

0

1

2

9

f. Other?
¿Haces otra cosa?

0

1

2

9

